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Behold, days are coming — says the LorD God - 
I will send a hunger to the land, not a hunger for bread 
nor a thirst for water, but to hear the words of the LORD. 


(AMOS 8:11) 


The Noé edition of the Koren Talmud Bavli 
with the commentary of Rabbi Adin Even-Israel Steinsaltz 
is dedicated to all those who open its cover 
to quench their thirst for Jewish knowledge, 
in our generation of Torah renaissance. 


This beautiful edition is for the young, the aged, 
the novice and the savant alike, 
as it unites the depth of Torah knowledge 
with the best of academic scholarship. 


Within its exquisite and vibrant pages, 
words become worlds. 


It will claim its place in the library of classics, 
in the bookcases of the Beit Midrash, 
the classrooms of our schools, 
and in the offices of professionals and businesspeople 
who carve out precious time to grapple with its timeless wisdom. 


For the Student and the Scholar 


DEDICATED BY LEO AND SUE NOE 


Steinsaltz 
Center 


KOREN- 
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Once upon a time, under pressure of censorship, 
printers would inscribe in the flyleaves 
of volumes of the Talmud: 


Whatever may be written herein about gentiles 
does not refer to the gentiles of today, 
but to gentiles of times past. 


Today, the flyleaves of our books bear a similar inscription, 
albeit an invisible one: 


Whatever may be written herein about Jews 
does not refer to the Jews of today, 
but to Jews who lived in other times. 


So we are able to sit down and study Torah, Talmud, 
books of ethics, or books of faith 


without considering their relevance to our lives. 


Whatever is written there 
does not apply to us or to our generation, 
but only to other people, other times. 


We must expunge from those invisible prologues 
the notion that the words are written about someone else, 
about others, about anyone but us. 


Whether the book is a volume of Torah, 
a tractate of the Talmud, or a tract of faith, 
the opposite must be inscribed: 


Whatever is written herein refers only to me; 
is written for me and obligates me. 


First and foremost, the content is addressed to me. 


— From a public address by Rabbi Adin Even-Israel Steinsaltz 
as quoted in ow »n (Talks on Parashat HaShavua) 
Maggid Books, 2011 
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... These new commentaries — which include a new interpretation of the Talmud, a 
halakhic summary of the debated issues, and various other sections — are a truly out- 
standing work; they can be of great benefit not only to those familiar with talmudic 
study who seek to deepen their understanding, but also to those who are just begin- 
ning to learn, guiding them through the pathways of the Torah and teaching them 
how to delve into the sea of the Talmud. 


I would like to offer my blessing to this learned scholar. May the Holy One grant him 
success with these volumes and may he merit to write many more, to enhance the 
greatness of Torah, and bring glory to God and His word... 


Rabbi Moshe Feinstein 
New York, 7 Adar 5743 


I have seen one tractate from the Talmud to which the great scholar Rabbi Adin 
Steinsaltz xwSw has added nikkud (vowels) and illustrations to explain that which is 
unknown to many people; he has also added interpretations and innovations, and is 
evidently a talmid hakham. Talmidei hakhamim and yeshiva students ought to study 
these volumes, and synagogues and batei midrash would do well to purchase them, 
as they may find them useful. 


Rabbi Moshe Feinstein 
New York, Adar 5730 
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... I have just had the pleasant surprise of receiving tractate Shabbat (part one), which 

has been published by [Rabbi Steinsaltz] along with his explanations, etc. Happy 
is the man who sees good fruits from his labors. May he continue in this path and 
increase light, for in the matters of holiness there is always room to add — and we 
have been commanded to add — for they are linked to the Holy One, Blessed be He, 
Who is infinite. And may the Holy One grant him success to improve and enhance 
this work, since the greater good strengthens his hand... 


Rabbi Menachem Mendel Schneerson 
The Lubavitcher Rebbe 
Brooklyn, 5 Marheshvan 5729 
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The translation of the books of our past into the language of the present — this was 
the task of the sages of every generation. And in Israel, where the command to “teach 
them repeatedly to your children” applies to all parts of the nation, it was certainly 
the task of every era. This is true for every generation, and in our time — when many 
of those who have strayed far are once again drawing near — all the more so. For many 
today say, “Who will let us drink from the well” of Talmud, and few are those who 
offer up the waters to drink. 


We must, therefore, particularly commend the blessed endeavor of Rabbi Adin Stein- 
saltz to explain the chapters of the Talmud in this extensive yet succinct commentary, 
which, in addition to its literal interpretation of the text, also explicates the latter’s 
underlying logic and translates it into the language of our generation. 


It appears that all those who seek to study Talmud - the diligent student and the 
learned adult — will have no difficulty understanding when using this commentary. 
Moreover, we may hope that the logical explanation will reveal to them the beauty 
of the talmudic page, and they will be drawn deeper and deeper into the intellectual 
pursuit which has engaged the best Jewish minds, and which serves as the corner- 
stone of our very lives... 


Rabbi Moshe Zvi Neria 
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The Talmud in Eruvin 21b states: Rava continued to interpret verses homiletically. What is the 
meaning of the verse: “And besides being wise, Kohelet also taught the people knowledge; and 
he weighed, and sought out, and set in order many proverbs” (Ecclesiastes 12:9)? He explains: 
He taught the people knowledge; he taught it with the accentuation marks in the Torah, and 
explained each matter by means of another matter similar to it. And he weighed [izen], and 
sought out, and set in order many proverbs; Ulla said that Rabbi Eliezer said: At first the Torah 
was like a basket without handles [oznayim] until Solomon came and made handles for it. And 
as Rashi there explains: And thus were Israel able to grasp the mitzvot and distance themselves 
from transgressions — just as a vessel with handles is easily held, etc. 


Such things may be said of this beloved and eminent man, a great sage of Torah and of virtue. 
And far more than he has done with the Oral Torah, he does with the Written Torah — teaching 
the people knowledge. And beyond that, he also affixes handles to the Torah, i.e., to the Talmud, 
which is obscure and difficult for many. Only the intellectual elite, which are a precious few, 
and those who study in yeshiva, can today learn the Talmud and understand what it says — and 
even though we have Rashi, still not everyone uses him. But now the great scholar Rabbi Adin 
Steinsaltz xvw has come and affixed handles to the Torah, allowing the Talmud to be held 
and studied, even by simple men. And he has composed a commentary alongside the text, a 
fine commentary in clear, comprehensible language, “a word fitly spoken” with explanations 
and illustrations, so that all those who seek to study the work of God can do so. 


Rabbi Mordechai Eliyahu 
Former Chief Rabbi of Israel, 7 Tishrei 5754 
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Message from Rabbi Adin Even-lsrael Steinsaltz 


The Talmud is the cornerstone of Jewish culture. True, our culture originated in the 
Bible and has branched out in directions besides the Talmud, yet the latter’s influ- 
ence on Jewish culture is fundamental. Perhaps because it was composed not by a 
single individual, but rather by hundreds and thousands of Sages in batei midrash in 
an ongoing, millennium-long process, the Talmud expresses the deepest themes and 
values not only of the Jewish people, but also of the Jewish spirit. As the basic study 
text for young and old, laymen and learned, the Talmud may be said to embody the 
historical trajectory of the Jewish soul. It is, therefore, best studied interactively, its 
subject matter coming together with the student’s questions, perplexities, and inno- 
vations to form a single intricate weave. In the entire scope of Jewish culture, there 
is not one area that does not draw from or converse with the Talmud. The study of 
Talmud is thus the gate through which a Jew enters his life’s path. 


The Koren Talmud Barli seeks to render the Talmud accessible to the millions of Jews 
whose mother tongue is English, allowing them to study it, approach it, and perhaps 
even become one with it. 


This project has been carried out and assisted by several people, all of whom have 
worked tirelessly to turn this vision into an actual set of books to be studied. It is a 
joyful duty to thank the many partners in this enterprise for their various contribu- 
tions. Thanks to Koren Publishers Jerusalem, both for the publication of this set and 
for the design ofits very complex graphic layout. Thanks ofa different sort are owed 
to the Steinsaltz Center and its director, Rabbi Menachem Even-lIsrael, for their de- 
termination and persistence in setting this goal and reaching it. Many thanks to the 
translators, editors, and proofreaders for their hard and meticulous work. Thanks 
to the individuals and organizations that supported this project, chief among them 
the Matanel Foundation and the Noé family of London. And thanks in advance to 
all those who will invest their time, hearts, and minds in studying these volumes — to 
learn, to teach, and to practice. 


Rabbi Adin Even-Israel Steinsaltz 
Jerusalem 5773 


A MESSAGE FROM RABBI ADIN EVEN-ISRAEL STEINSALTZ 
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We are indeed privileged to dedicate this edition of the Koren Talmud Barli in honor 
of the generous support of Leo and Sue Noé of London. 


The name Noé is synonymous with philanthropy. The family’s charitable endeavors 
span a vast range of educational projects, welfare institutions, and outreach 
organizations across the globe, with a particular emphasis on the “nurturing of each 
individual.” Among so many other charitable activities, the Noés have been deeply 
involved with Kisharon, which provides the British Jewish community with vital 
support for hundreds of people with learning difficulties and their families; they 
provide steadfast support of SEED, which stands at the forefront of adult Jewish 
education in the UK, and Kemach, an organization in Israel that “helps Haredi 
students sustain themselves in dignity,” providing both professional and vocational 
training for the Haredi community in Israel. 


The Noés are not simply donors to institutions. They are partners. Donors think ofa 
sum. Partners think of a cause, becoming rigorously and keenly involved, and giving 
of their time and energy. We are honored that they have chosen to partner with our 
two organizations, the Steinsaltz Center and Koren Publishers Jerusalem, enabling 
us to further and deepen learning among all Jews. 


Leo and Sue are the proud parents and grandparents of five children and their 
families. The next generation has been taught by example that with life’s gifts come 
the responsibilities to be active within and contribute to society — both Jewish and 
non-Jewish — as is consistent with the noblest of Jewish values. 


Rabbi Adin Even-Israel Steinsaltz 
Matthew Miller, Publisher 
Jerusalem 5773 
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Introduction by the Editor-in-Chief 


The publication of tractate Hullin is another noteworthy achievement for the Koren 
Talmud Bavli project. With this, the third tractate of Seder Kodashim, the Order of 
Consecrated Items, we take yet another step toward our goal, the completion of a 
new and unique translation of the Babylonian Talmud. 


Presenting the English-speaking world with a translation that possesses all the 
merits of the original Hebrew work by Rabbi Steinsaltz, the text provides assistance 
for the beginner of any age who seeks to obtain the necessary skills to become an 
adept talmudist. Beginning with Berakhot and continuing through Hullin, the team 
has brought excellence to every aspect of the daunting task of translating Rabbi Adin 
Even-Israel Steinsaltz’s masterful Hebrew translation of the Talmud into English. 


Rabbi Steinsaltz’s work is much more than a mere translation. It includes a coher- 
ent interpretation of the Mishna and the Gemara, and an expansion of the text that 
provides an array of intriguing marginal notes. Rendering this masterpiece into 
English called for talents that include biblical and talmudic scholarship, literary skills, 
linguistic expertise, editorial acumen, graphic and visual creativity, and most of all, 
teamwork and diligence. Congratulations to every member of the team are in order, 
and celebration of our achievement is well deserved. 


I'd like to take this opportunity to express our gratitude to the Almighty for giving 
us the strength to persevere at this sacred task for the past several years. These years 
have been difficult ones for the Jewish people, and especially for those of us who 
dwell in Eretz Yisrael. But the difficulties have not diminished our ability to succeed 
in our goals. For that we thank the Master of the Universe. 


Students of tractate Hullin will be both informed and inspired. They will be informed 
about almost every aspect of the prescribed Jewish diet, ranging from the process of 
kosher slaughter of animals to the laws regarding the separation of meat from dairy. 
They will be inspired by the many passages which guide our moral and ethical behav- 
ior. As always, we consider our efforts successful if the reader comes away from the 
text a better person, and not just a better-informed person. For it is our contention 
that Talmud study fosters lifelong ethical development and a profound sensitivity 
to the needs and concerns of other human beings. 


We have now had the opportunity to survey hundreds of responses submitted by our 
readers. Naturally, these include constructive criticism and reports of errors that are 
inevitable in such an undertaking. We have systematically preserved such responses 
so that we can correct them in future editions. Indeed, we have already begun to 
do so for the initial tractates in our series. 


The most exciting result of our survey has been our discovery that “consumers” of 
Koren Talmud Bavli are a remarkably diverse group. They range from beginners 
who have never before been exposed to a blatt gemara, to accomplished scholars 


INTRODUCTION BY THE EDITOR-IN-CHIEF, RABBI DR. TZVI HERSH WEINREB 
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who have completed the study of the entire Talmud more than once. Beginners 

find our work not only a helpful introduction to Talmud study, but an impetus to the 

further study of rabbinic texts. Experienced scholars report that our work provides 

them with unexpected insights and fresh perspectives that enhance their apprecia- 
tion of texts with which they have long been acquainted. 


Tractate Hullin, part 1, is the thirty-seventh volume of the project. Like the preceding 
volumes, it includes the entire original text, in the traditional configuration and pagi- 
nation of the famed Vilna edition of the Talmud. This enables the student to follow 
the core text with the commentaries of Rashi, Tosafot, and the customary marginalia. 
It also provides a clear English translation in contemporary idiom, faithfully based 
upon the modern Hebrew edition. 


At least equal to the linguistic virtues of this edition are the qualities of its graphic 
design. Rather than intimidate students by confronting them with a page-size block 
of text, we have divided the page into smaller thematic units. Thus, readers can 
focus their attention and absorb each discrete discussion before proceeding to the 
next unit. The design of each page allows for sufficient white space to ease the visual 
task of reading. The illustrations, one of the most innovative features of the Hebrew 
edition, have been substantially enhanced and reproduced in color. 


The end result is a literary and artistic masterpiece. This has been achieved through 
the dedicated work of a large team of translators, headed by Rabbi Joshua Schreier; 
the unparalleled creative efforts of the gifted staff at Koren; and the inspired and 
impressive administrative skills of Rabbi Jason Rappoport, managing editor of 
the Koren Talmud Bavli project. 


It is an honor for me to acknowledge the role of Matthew Miller of Koren Publishers 
Jerusalem in this historic achievement. Without him this work would never have 
begun. Its success is attributable to his vision and supervision. I owe a great personal 
debt to him for selecting me as editor-in-chief, and I am continually astounded by 
his commitment to Jewish learning, the Jewish people, and the Jewish homeland. 


The group of individuals who surround Rabbi Steinsaltz and support his work 
deserve our thanks as well. I have come to appreciate their energy, initiative, and 
persistence. And I thank the indefatigable Rabbi Menachem Even-Israel, whom 
I cannot praise highly enough. The quality of his guidance and good counsel is 
surpassed only by his commitment to the dissemination and perpetuation of his 
father’s precious teachings. 


Finally, in humility, awe, and great respect, I acknowledge Rabbi Adin Even-Israel 
Steinsaltz. I thank him for the inspirational opportunity he has granted me to work 
with one of the outstanding sages of our time. 


Rabbi Tzvi Hersh Weinreb 
Jerusalem 5778 
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Preface by the Executive Editor 


The Koren Talmud Baviiis in the midst ofits treatment of the fifth order of the Talmud, 
Seder Kodashim, the Order of Consecrated Items, an order that deals primarily with 
the sublime and the spiritual. As the Rambam wrote in his Guide of the Perplexed, it 
is the spiritual that constitutes the ultimate form of worshipping God. 


In the previous order, Seder Nezikin, the Order of Damages, the primary focus is on 
actions and the ramifications of those actions, as they are manifest in the laws of 
damages, labor relations, transactions, and the like. One’s intent is less significant, 
as, for example, with regard to damages, the Sages stated (Sanhedrin 72a): One is 
liable whether the damage was unintentional or intentional, whether by unavoidable 
accident, or whether willingly. 


In Kodashim, the primary focus is on intent. Clearly, there are actions that must be 
performed; however, the effectiveness of those actions is dictated by the accompany- 
ing intent. This is exemplified by the laws governing the sacrifice of animal offerings. 
There are four sacrificial rites, which constitute the essence of the offering. They are: 
Slaughter, collection of the blood, conveying the blood to the altar, and sprinkling 
the blood on the altar. If during the performance of these rites one’s intent was to 
consume the offering after its designated time, the offering is disqualified. 


My involvement in the production of the Koren Talmud Bavli has been both a privi- 
lege and a pleasure. The Steinsaltz Center, headed by Rabbi Menachem Even-Israel 
and devoted to the dissemination of the wide-ranging, monumental works of Rabbi 
Adin Even-Israel Steinsaltz, constitutes the Steinsaltz side of this partnership; Koren 
Publishers Jerusalem, headed by Matthew Miller, constitutes the publishing side of 
this partnership. The combination of the inspiration, which is the hallmark of Shefa, 
with the creativity and professionalism for which Koren is renowned and which I 
experience on a daily basis, has lent the Koren Talmud Bavli its outstanding quality 
in terms of both content and form. 


I would be remiss if I failed to mention the contribution of Raphaél Freeman, who 
guided this project from its inception and is largely responsible for transforming 
the content of the Steinsaltz Talmud into the aesthetic Koren Talmud Bavli that is 
before you. He was succeeded by Dena Landowne Bailey, who facilitated a seam- 
less transition and continued to ensure that the Koren Talmud Bavli lives up to the 
lofty standards that are the hallmark of Koren Publishers. Beginning with tractate 
Menahot, Tomi Mager has assumed responsibility for the layout. She has proven 
herself a worthy successor to her predecessors in that role. 
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I would like to express my appreciation for Rabbi Dr. Tzvi Hersh Weinreb, the editor- 
in-chief, whose insight and guidance have been invaluable. Rabbi Jason Rappoport, 
the managing editor, has added professionalism to this project, systematizing the 
work of the large staff, and it is thanks to him that the project is proceeding with 
efficiency and excellence. Rabbi Dr. Joshua Amaru, the coordinating editor, oversees 
the work of the translators and editors, and is largely responsible for ensuring the 
consistently high quality of their work. The contribution of my friend and colleague, 
Rabbi Dr. Shalom Z. Berger, the senior content editor, cannot be overstated; his 
title does not begin to convey the excellent direction he has provided in all aspects 
of this project. 


The staff of copy editors, headed by Aliza Israel, with Ita Olesker as production coor- 
dinator, pleasantly but firmly ensures that the finished product conforms to standards 
and is consistently excellent. The erudite and articulate men and women who serve 
as translators, editors, and copy editors generate the content that is ultimately the 
raison d'être of the Koren Talmud Bavii. 


I would also like to express appreciation for the invaluable contribution of the tech- 
nical staff. Without them, the jobs of the entire staff of translators and editors would 
be much more difficult. Thanks to Tani Bednarsh, Adena Frazer, Yaakov Shmidman, 
Shaltiel Shmidman, and Nava Wieder. 


Thanks to my former and present fellow occupants of the Koren beit midrash: Rabbi 
David Fuchs, Rabbi Yinon Chen, Efrat Gross, and others. Their mere presence 
creates an atmosphere conducive to the serious endeavor that we have undertaken 
and their assistance in all matters, large and small, is appreciated. 


At the risk of being repetitious, I would like to thank Rabbi Dr. Berger for intro- 
ducing me to the world of Steinsaltz. Finally, I would like to thank Rabbi Menachem 
Even-Israel, with whom it continues to be a pleasure to move forward in this great 
enterprise. 


Rabbi Joshua Schreier 
Jerusalem 5778 
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Introduction by the Publisher 


The Talmud has sustained and inspired Jews for thousands of years. Throughout 
Jewish history, an elite cadre of scholars has absorbed its learning and passed it on 
to succeeding generations. The Talmud has been the fundamental text of our people. 


Beginning in the 1960s, Rabbi Adin Even-Israel Steinsaltz xvw created a revolu- 
tion in the history of Talmud study. His translation of the Talmud, first into modern 
Hebrew and then into other languages, as well the practical learning aids he added 
to the text, have enabled millions of people around the world to access and master 
the complexity and context of the world of Talmud. 


It is thus a privilege to present the Koren Talmud Bavli, an English translation of 
the talmudic text with the brilliant elucidation of Rabbi Steinsaltz. The depth and 
breadth of his knowledge are unique in our time. His rootedness in the tradition and 
his reach into the world beyond it are inspirational. 


Working with Rabbi Steinsaltz on this remarkable project has been not only an honor, 
but a great pleasure. Never shy to express an opinion, with wisdom and humor, Rabbi 
Steinsaltz sparkles in conversation, demonstrating his knowledge (both sacred and 
worldly), sharing his wide-ranging interests, and, above all, radiating his passion. I am 
grateful for the unique opportunity to work closely with him, and I wish him many 
more years of writing and teaching. 


Our intentions in publishing this new edition of the Talmud are threefold. First, we 
seek to fully clarify the talmudic page to the reader — textually, intellectually, and 
graphically. Second, we seek to utilize today’s most sophisticated technologies, both 
in print and electronic formats, to provide the reader with a comprehensive set of 
study tools. And third, we seek to help readers advance in their process of Talmud 
study. 


To achieve these goals, the Koren Talmud Bavli is unique in a number of ways: 


e The classic tzurat hadaf of Vilna, used by scholars since the 1800s, has been reset 
for greater clarity, and opens from the Hebrew “front” of the book. Full nikkud 
has been added to both the talmudic text and Rashi’s commentary, allowing 
for a more fluent reading with the correct pronunciation; the commentaries of 
Tosafot have been punctuated. Upon the advice of many English-speaking teach- 
ers of Talmud, we have separated these core pages from the translation, thereby 
enabling the advanced student to approach the text without the distraction of the 
translation. This also reduces the number of volumes in the set. At the bottom 
of each daf, there is a reference to the corresponding English pages. In addition, 
the Vilna edition was read against other manuscripts and older print editions, so 
that texts which had been removed by non-Jewish censors have been restored to 
their rightful place. 
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e The English translation, which starts on the English “front” of the book, reproduces the menukad 
Talmud text alongside the English translation (in bold) and commentary and explanation (in a 
lighter font). The Hebrew and Aramaic text is presented in logical paragraphs. This allows for a 
fluent reading of the text for the non-Hebrew or non-Aramaic reader. It also allows for the Hebrew 
reader to refer easily to the text alongside. Where the original text features dialogue or poetry, the 
English text is laid out in a manner appropriate to the genre. Each page refers to the relevant daf. 


e Critical contextual tools surround the text and translation: personality notes, providing short 
biographies of the Sages; language notes, explaining foreign terms borrowed from Greek, Latin, 
Persian, or Arabic; and background notes, giving information essential to the understanding of 
the text, including history, geography, botany, archaeology, zoology, astronomy, and aspects of 
daily life in the talmudic era. 


e Halakhic summaries provide references to the authoritative legal decisions made over the centu- 
ries by the rabbis. They explain the reasons behind each halakhic decision as well as the ruling’s 
close connection to the Talmud and its various interpreters. 


e Photographs, drawings, and other illustrations have been added throughout the text — in full 
color in the Standard and Electronic editions, and in black and white in the Daf Yomi edition — 
to visually elucidate the text. 


This is not an exhaustive list of features of this edition; it merely presents an overview for the 
English-speaking reader who may not be familiar with the “total approach” to Talmud pioneered 
by Rabbi Steinsaltz. 


Several professionals have helped bring this vast collaborative project to fruition. My many col- 
leagues are noted on the Acknowledgments page, and the leadership of this project has been 
exceptional. 


RABBI MENACHEM EVEN-ISRAEL, DIRECTOR OF THE STEINSALTZ CENTER, was the driving 
force behind this enterprise. With enthusiasm and energy, he formed the happy alliance with Koren 
and established close relationships among all involved in the work. 


RABBI DR. TZVI HERSH WEINREB ¥’DW, EDITOR-IN-CHIEF, brought to this project his pro- 
found knowledge of Torah, intellectual literacy of Talmud, and erudition of Western literature. It is 
to him that the text owes its very high standard, both in form and content, and the logical manner 
in which the beauty of the Talmud is presented. 


RABBI JOSHUA SCHREIER, EXECUTIVE EDITOR, assembled an outstanding group of scholars, 
translators, editors, and copy editors, whose standards and discipline enabled this project to proceed 
in a timely and highly professional manner. 


RABBI MEIR HANEGBI, EDITOR OF THE HEBREW EDITION OF THE STEINSALTZ TALMUD, 
lent his invaluable assistance throughout the work process, supervising the reproduction of the 
Vilna pages. 

RAPHAEL FREEMAN created this Talmud’s unique typographic design which, true to the Koren 


approach, is both elegant and user friendly. 


It has been an enriching experience for all of us at Koren Publishers Jerusalem to work with the Shefa 
Foundation and the Steinsaltz Center to develop and produce the Koren Talmud Bavli. We pray that 
this publication will be a source of great learning and, ultimately, greater avodat Hashem for all Jews. 


Matthew Miller, Publisher 
Koren Publishers Jerusalem 


Jerusalem 5773 
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Introduction to Hullin 


Tractate Hullin is part of the order of Kodashim, which is devoted almost in its entirety 
to the numerous aspects of the halakhot of consecrated items, including the mitzvot 
relating to the sacrifice of the various offerings, the manner in which offerings and 
other items designated for the Temple are consecrated, the procedures in the Temple, 
and the service performed therein. In contrast to the rest of the tractates in the order 
of Kodashim, Hullin is devoted entirely to halakhot that relate to the non-sacred. 
A significant portion of this tractate is dedicated to discussion of the slaughter of 
non-sacred animals, rendering their meat fit for consumption, and the distinction 
between food from living beings that is permitted and food from living beings that is 
forbidden. In addition, the tractate addresses a series of mitzvot that relate to living 
beings that lack the sanctity of sacrificial animals. 


Although ostensibly the tractate addresses non-sacred matters exclusively, its place- 
ment in the order of Kodashim is not by happenstance. Not only do all of these issues 
relating to non-sacred matters have certain aspects that are parallel or similar to the 
halakhot of sacrificial animals, but their details also share characteristics with those of 
consecrated items. For example, the slaughter of non-sacred animals does not stand 
alone as a series of technical halakhot; rather, implicitly or explicitly, it is influenced 
by the halakhot relating to sacrificial animals. Concerning the slaughter of sacrificial 
animals, and likewise the slaughter of non-sacred animals, the tractate delineates 
the people fit to perform slaughter, with special attention given to the intent of the 
slaughterer. In general, most of the definitions and halakhot relate to mundane mat- 
ters, but they all relate in some manner to sacrificial concepts. 


In a more general sense, this is true with regard to all of the halakhot in the Torah. 
Even the most mundane halakhot, such as those relating to monetary law, which 
ostensibly deal with practical ordinances governing commerce, nevertheless contain 
an element of sanctity. 


Furthermore, not only do the mitzvot in the Torah affect every detail of life, they 
infuse each of those details with a uniqueness that underscores the idea that non- 
sacred does not mean completely secular but also indicates an element of sanctity. 
This is true of monetary matters, of marital life, and in particular of matters relating 
to food. These halakhot, as they relate to food that grows from the ground and all 
parts of the world of flora that mankind utilizes, constitute the topics covered in the 
order of Zera’im; the elements to which these halakhot apply are thereby imbued with 
various forms of sanctity. Tractate Hullin addresses matters from the world of fauna. 


That the concept of non-sacred indicates an element of sanctity is already manifest in 
the language of the Torah, as in every place in the Torah where the kosher and non- 
kosher animals are enumerated, their mention is linked to the concept of sanctity: 


“Sanctify yourselves, and you will be holy” (Leviticus 11:44); “For you are a holy 
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people unto the Lord your God” (Deuteronomy 14:21). The lesson is that these hal- 
akhot are components of the structure of sanctity, meaning that the manifestation 
of sanctity and sanctification is not limited to the service performed in the Temple. 
Rather, even in life outside the Temple there is a certain aspect of sanctity, and the 
status of the entire Jewish people is that of attendants of sanctity. That is the reason 
the halakhot of slaughter and the halakhot of animals with a wound that will cause 
them to die within twelve months [tereifot], which constitute a central portion of 
this tractate, are structurally similar to the sacrificial service performed in the Temple. 
Obviously, actions performed in the Temple possess a more fixed ceremonial frame- 
work. With regard to non-sacred animals, this structure is maintained, although it 
is less ceremonial and its framework broader. For example, blemished animals may 
neither be sacrificed nor eaten in the Temple, and tereifot are forbidden to all. The 
conditions that render an animal a tereifa parallel the blemishes that disqualify a sac- 
rificial animal; in both cases, the afflicted animal is deemed not fit for the holy people. 


In a sense, tractate Hullin, with the various topics addressed therein, does not deal 
with true non-sacred matters but with matters of sanctity. The various prohibitions 
in this tractate have no obvious utility to people; rather, they are in essence arrays 
of halakhot relating to sanctity, which governs the lives of the sacred nation even 
outside of their most sacred space, the Temple. It is prohibited to consume, and in 
some cases even to derive benefit from, certain items, but these items are not intrinsi- 
cally abhorrent. Whether their halakhic status is characterized as not valid, ritually 
impure, or forbidden in benefit, that is the case only vis-a-vis the conduct and lives 
of the Jewish people. 


All of the prohibitions addressed in tractate Hullin, which relate primarily to the meat 
of living beings, are based on another essential concept, which is not explicit in the 
Torah, although it does inform those prohibitions, and there are biblical allusions to 
it in the language of the Torah in several places. The idea is that the very permission 
granted people to kill living beings and utilize them was not part of the original plan 
in the creation of humans (see Genesis 1:29). Although the Torah permitted slaughter 
and consumption of living beings, this was a mere allowance, and was not meant to 
be employed liberally. Therefore, there are numerous restrictions and guidelines 
governing how living beings are killed and how the meat and the limbs are treated 
thereafter. All these indicate that although living beings were permitted to people “as 
the green grass” (Genesis 9:3), there is a special obligation to take into consideration 
that they are living beings. 


Most of the halakhot addressed in this tractate are directly or indirectly related to the 
halakhot of slaughter. That is why in early generations the tractate was called Shehitat 
Hullin, the slaughter of non-sacred animals, in contrast to tractate Zevahim, which 
was called Shehitat Kodashim, the slaughter of sacrificial animals. Nevertheless, in 
the course of analyzing certain halakhot related to slaughter, the tractate provides a 
broad treatment of topics that go beyond its purview. One topic is the halakhot of 
mixtures; tractate Hullin is one of the primary sources for numerous fundamental 
halakhot in that area. Similarly, there is a series of discussions primarily devoted to 
matters related to the order of Teharot, which addresses matters of ritual impurity, 
especially the halakhot of the impurity of foods. 


Tractate Hullin contains significant derivations taken from halakhic midrash, with 
regard to both those halakhot that are the primary focus of this tractate and other 
associated topics. Although Hullin also contains certain aggadic segments, they do 


not comprise a significant portion of the tractate. 
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In tractate Hullin there are twelve chapters, the first four of which appear in this 
volume. 


Chapter One deals with the halakhot of slaughter in general, and particularly with 
delineating who is permitted to slaughter an animal. The chapter includes a compre- 
hensive outline of matters related to slaughter. 


Chapter Two discusses the halakhot of slaughter relating to the knife used in slaughter, 
the place of slaughter, and various factors that are liable to invalidate the slaughter. 


Chapter Three is a detailed treatment of all types of conditions that render an animal 
or a bird a tereifa. In addition, the chapter enumerates the species of kosher and 
non-kosher living beings. 


Chapter Four is devoted primarily to the halakhot of a fetus that was in the womb of 
an animal at the time of the animal’s slaughter. The chapter then addresses the matter 
of a limb severed from a living being, which relates to that issue. 
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If the place that the Lord your God shall choose to put 
His name there be too far from you, then you shall 
slaughter of your herd and of your flock, which the 
Lord has given you, as I have commanded you, and 
you shall eat within your gates, after all the desire of 
your soul. 


(Deuteronomy 12:21) 


This chapter deals primarily with the delineation of the people fit to perform slaughter, 
the manner in which one slaughters an animal, the utensils fit for use in slaughter, 
and the question of where on the animal's body one slaughters it. 


Although the term slaughter, shehita, appears in the Bible, there is no adequate elabo- 
ration of all the details of the act of slaughter in practice. The halakhot of slaughter 
are primarily learned through tradition. Some are halakhot transmitted to Moses 
from Sinai, and some are based on the continuing, mimetic tradition of how halakhic 
slaughter was performed in practice. 


Many questions arise with regard to the halakhot of slaughterers, with regard to the 
substantive aspects of slaughter as well as its practical aspects. In terms of substance, 
if slaughter is considered a mitzva, do the standard principles that apply to mitzvot 
apply to slaughter? Must it be performed exclusively by an adult Jew, and not by a 
gentile, a minor, or one lacking halakhic competence? What is the halakha with 
regard to slaughter performed by women? On a more practical level, to what degree 
may one rely on those whose expertise in the area of the halakhot of slaughter is 
uncertain, who are lacking practical experience in this area, or whose reliability in 
the fulfillment of mitzvot is suspect, e.g., heretics, transgressors, and Samaritans? 


These questions raise fundamental dilemmas: What is the halakhic status of an ani- 
mal that was slaughtered in a prohibited manner, e.g., one that was slaughtered on 
Shabbat? How is one to treat an animal when it is unclear whether it was properly 
slaughtered, in terms of who slaughtered it or in terms of the manner in which it 
was slaughtered? What are the determining factors in reaching a halakhic ruling in 
this case? 


Concerning the manner in which the animal is slaughtered, further questions arise. 
Given that the objective of slaughter is to cut the neck of the animal, is any manner of 
cutting acceptable, or must the cutting be performed in a specific way? This question 
has ramifications with regard to the utensil used in performing the slaughter, and with 
which utensils the slaughter is not valid, or at least prohibited ab initio. 


The details of the halakhot of slaughter also relate to the proper place of slaughter 
on the neck of the animal. The neck of an animal is relatively long, and it is neces- 
sary to define where precisely on the neck the place of slaughter is located. In this 
context, the chapter discusses the relationship between the mitzva of slaughter from 
the neck and the mitzva of pinching of sacrificial birds from the nape. What are the 
parameters of each? 


Resolution of these issues is the primary focus of this chapter. 
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Everyone slaughters™ an animal, i.e., can 
MISHNA E a 


perform halakhically valid slaughter, and 
their slaughter is valid, except for a deaf-mute, an imbecile, and 
a minor,” lest they ruin their slaughter because they lack compe- 
tence. And for all of them, when they slaughtered an animal and 
others see and supervise them, their slaughter is valid. 


G E M ARA There is an apparent contradiction between 


the first two phrases of the mishna. The 
tanna begins: Everyone slaughters an animal, indicating that their 
performing slaughter is permitted ab initio, and then teaches: And 
their slaughter is valid, indicating that their slaughter is valid only 
after the fact. 


Rav Aha, son of Rava, said to Rav Ashi: And does every use of the 
term: Everyone, indicate that the action in question is permitted ab 
initio? If that is so, in the mishna (Temura 2a), where it says: Every- 
one substitutes"® a non-sacred animal for a sacrificial animal, both 
men and women, is that also an expression indicating that it is 
permitted ab initio? But isn’t it written: “He shall neither exchange 
it, nor substitute it, good for bad, or bad for good” (Leviticus 
27:10)? 


Rav Ashi answers: There, the reason the mishna uses the word 
everyone is that it immediately teaches: That is not to say that it is 
permitted for a person to substitute; rather, it means that if one 
did substitute a non-sacred animal for a sacrificial animal, substitu- 
tion takes effect, and the one who substituted the non-sacred ani- 
mal incurs [vesofeg]' the forty lashes"® that are the punishment for 
violating the prohibition “Nor substitute it.” But here, since the 
mishna does not similarly qualify its statement, it indicates that 
everyone may perform the slaughter ab initio. 


NOTES 
sharpened knife that has no notches. The knife is passed over the 


Everyone slaughters — poniv Som: There isa positive mitzva in the 
Torah to slaughter domesticated and undomesticated animals and 
birds before eating them. The details of the halakhot of slaughter 
are also considered to be binding by Torah law, as it is stated: “And 
you shall kill of your herd and of your flock, which the Lord has 
given you, as | have commanded you” (Deuteronomy 12:21; see Sefer 
HaMitzvot, positive mitzva 146). 

Ritual slaughter involves cutting the animal's throat with a finely 


Substitution - Awan: Substitution of a non-sacred animal for a 
consecrated one is mentioned in the Torah (see Leviticus 27:10), and 
tractate Temura is devoted to the halakhot of substitution. The Torah 
prohibits substituting a non-sacred animal for any sacrificial animal, 
whether blemished or unblemished. One who does so violates a 
prohibition and is flogged. Although this substitution is prohibited, 
if one does substitute the non-sacred animal for the sacrificial 
animal, the non-sacred animal is thereby consecrated while the 
sacrificial animal retains its sanctity. This halakha applies with regard 
to both blemished and unblemished kosher animals, and once the 
substitution has taken place the newly consecrated substitute may 
not be utilized for labor or be redeemed. What ensues for the sub- 
stitute varies with the type of offering for which it was substituted. 
In some cases, e.g. that of a sin offering, the substitute is left to die. 
In other cases, e.g., that of a guilt offering, the substitute animal is 
left to graze until it becomes blemished, at which point it is sold 
and the money from the sale is used to purchase gift offerings. In yet 


BACKGROUND 


animal's throat without pressing down or inserting it under the 
skin or flesh. The slaughterer moves the knife back and forth until 
the majority of the two simanim, i.e., the gullet and the windpipe, 
are severed. In a bird it is necessary to sever only one of the two. 
Any flaw in the process of slaughter or in the knife invalidates the 
slaughter and renders consumption of the animal prohibited. 


other cases, e.g., that of a peace offering, the substitute is sacrificed 
on the altar just like the original animal. 


Incurs the forty lashes — mya ny asio: When one is found 
guilty of performing a transgression punishable by lashes, he is 
bound to a post in a leaning position and flogged on his back and 
his chest. Although it is written: “Forty lashes he may give him; he 
may not exceed” (Deuteronomy 25:3), the Sages interpreted this 
o mean that the transgressor receives thirty-nine lashes. He is 
examined before the flogging, and if it is determined that he would 
not survive that number of lashes, a court of three judges assesses 
how many lashes he can endure. 

This punishment of incurring lashes is generally administered to 
anyone who violates a prohibition. Nevertheless, there are excep- 
ions. For example, the adjudicating court administers lashes only 
if the transgressor was forewarned immediately before performing 
he transgression and there are two witnesses to his sin. 


HALAKHA 

Everyone slaughters — poniw Som: All competent 
adult Jews, including women and Canaanite slaves, 
may slaughter ab initio. Nevertheless, the wide- 
spread custom is that the community allows one 
to slaughter only if he is well versed in the halakhot 
of slaughter and has proven his ability to slaughter 
an animal with a steady hand and without fainting. 
The Rema adds that the custom is that women do 
not slaughter. The Sages also instituted that one who 
slaughters must go to a Sage for an authorization to 
perform slaughter; it is customary for the Sage to 
give the slaughterer a certificate attesting to that 
authorization (Rema, citing Rashba). If one experi- 
enced in slaughter slaughtered an animal without 
such authorization, his slaughter is valid after the fact. 
By contrast, in the case of one who is not well versed 
in the halakhot of slaughter, if he slaughtered with- 
out the supervision of others from beginning to end, 
his slaughter is not valid (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, 
Hilkhot Shehita 4:4; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh Dea 11,3). 


Except for a deaf-mute, an imbecile, and a 
minor — pp Mew wana yin: One does not allow 
a deaf-mute, an imbecile, or a minor who canno 
slaughter with a steady hand to slaughter an anima 
ab initio, even with the supervision of competen 
adults. The halakhic definition of an imbecile is 
one who goes out alone at night, rips his garment, 
sleeps in the cemetery, or loses what is given to him, 
provided he does so in an irrational manner. If he 
slaughtered without supervision, his slaughter is no 
valid. Some say that the same halakha applies even 
with regard to a minor with a steady hand who is 
well versed in the halakhot of slaughter. Neverthe- 
less, if any of them slaughtered an animal with the 
supervision of a competent adult, his slaughter is 
valid after the fact. Some say that if the minor does 
not have a steady hand or is not well versed in the 
halakhot of slaughter, his slaughter is not valid even 
with the supervision of others (Rambam Sefer Kedu- 
sha, Hilkhot Shehita 4:5; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De‘a1:5 
and Shakh there). 


Everyone substitutes - para Son: Anyone, includ- 
ing men, women, and, by rabbinic law, even gentiles, 
who substituted a non-sacred animal for a sacrificial 

animal causes the sanctity to take effect on the non- 
sacred animal, even if it is blemished (Rambam Sefer 
Korbanot, Hilkhot Temura 1:7, and see 1:6). 


And incurs the forty lashes — DoD 1K ny aiD: 
It is prohibited by Torah law to substitute a non- 
sacred animal for a sacrificial animal, and anyone 
who does so is flogged (Rambam Sefer Korbanot, 
Hilkhot Temura 1:1). 


LANGUAGE 
Incurs [sofeg] - pip: Although this term's primary 
meaning is to absorb liquids, it is utilized in a more 
general sense to mean receive, and in this context, 
to incur lashes. It may be related to a similar term, 
safak, meaning strike, usually in the sense of clap- 
ping hands. 
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NOTES 


Everyone takes vows of valuation and is valuated, 
etc. — 151 pawa p> wa Sam: The halakhot of valua- 
tion are written in the Torah (Leviticus 27:1-8) and are 
explained in tractate Arakhin. In a vow of valuation, 
one vows: It is incumbent upon me to donate the 
value of so-and-so, or: It is incumbent upon me to 
donate my value. One who does so then pays the 
sum defined in the Torah for the gender and age of 
the person who is the object of the vow. 


Perek | 
Daf2 Amud b 


BACKGROUND 


Placing hands — 73239: When an individual brings 
an offering to the Temple he is required to place his 
hands on the head of the animal, with the excep- 
tion of the firstborn of a kosher animal, the Paschal 
offering, and an animal tithe offering. He must press 
with all his strength between the horns on the head 
of the animal to be sacrificed, before its slaughter. 
While placing his hands on a sin offering, a guilt 
offering, or a voluntary burnt offering, the one who 
brings the offering confesses his sins. Although plac- 
ing hands is obligatory, failure to perform the rite 
does not invalidate the offering. In addition, there is 
no requirement to place hands on communal offer- 
ings except for the bull brought for an unwitting 
communal sin and the scapegoat on Yom Kippur. 
Women are not obligated to place hands on offer- 
ings that they bring, but according to some tannaitic 
opinions, they may place hands on their offerings if 
they so desire. 
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Rav Aha challenges: But a mishna teaches (Arakhin 2a): Everyone 

takes vows of valuation and is thereby obligated to donate to the 

Temple treasury the value fixed by the Torah based on the age and 

gender of the person valuated; and everyone is valuated," and there- 
fore one who vowed to donate his fixed value is obligated to pay; 

everyone vows to donate the market value of a person as a slave to 

the Temple treasury and is thereby obligated to pay; and everyone is 

the object of a vow if others vowed to donate his market value. Is that 

also an expression indicating that it is permitted ab initio? But it is 

written: “And if you shall cease to vow, there shall be no sin in you” 
(Deuteronomy 23:23), indicating that it is preferable not to vow. 


And it is written: “It is better that you should not vow," than that 
you should vow and not pay” (Ecclesiastes 5:4); and it is taught in 
a baraita with regard to that verse: Better than both this one, who 
vows and does not pay, and that one, who vows and pays, is one who 
does not take a vow at all; this is the statement of Rabbi Meir. 
Rabbi Yehuda says: Better than both this one, who vows and does 
not pay, and that one, who does not vow at all, is one who vows and 
pays in fulfillment of that vow. Rav Aha comments: And even Rabbi 
Yehuda states his opinion only in a case where one vows and says: 
This animal is designated for sacrifice, as in that case there is no 
concern that he will fail to fulfill his commitment, since even if the 
animal is stolen or lost, he is not required to bring another in its place. 


HALAKHA 


It is better that you should not vow, etc. - 1517740 x WX Iiv: 
One must be careful to refrain from taking vows, and not even vow 
to give charity. Rather, if he has money he should give it immedi- 
ately; if he does not have money, he should not vow but should 
instead wait until he acquires money, and then if he wishes to 
vow he may vow. If he is required to commit to giving charity, he 
should state that he is committing to it but not taking a vow. This 
is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda, based on the 
statement in the Gemara (Nedarim 10a) that Rabbi Yehuda holds 
that vowing and fulfilling one’s vow is preferable only where he is 


in a position to fulfill his vow immediately and does so, e.g., where 
one first brings a non-sacred animal to the Temple, vows to sacrifice 
that animal as an offering, and then immediately consecrates it. 
According to Rabbi Yehuda, this procedure is permitted despite 
the fact that it entails bringing an unconsecrated animal into the 
Temple courtyard. 

In any case, it is permitted for one to vow when he is in times of 
personal trouble, or to spur himself to perform a mitzva, or to avoid 
performing a transgression (Rambam Sefer Hafla‘a, Hilkhot Nedarim 
13:23-24; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De’a 203:3-7 and Beer HaGola there). 
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But in the case of one who vows and says: It is incumbent upon me 
to bring an offering, even Rabbi Yehuda concedes that no, it is best 
not to vow at all. Likewise, it is preferable not to vow to donate a 
certain monetary value to the Temple treasury. Apparently, then, the 
statements in that mishna: Everyone takes vows of valuation, and: 
Everyone vows to donate the assessment of a person to the Temple 
treasury, do not indicate that it is permitted to do so ab initio. 


Rav Ashi responded: And is that to say that every use of the term: 
Everyone, is an indication that the action in question is not permit- 
ted ab initio? Rather, is the term: Everyone, in the baraita that states: 
Everyone is obligated in the mitzva of sukka, and in the baraita that 
states: Everyone is obligated in the mitzva of ritual fringes, also an 
indication that they are not permitted ab initio? 


Rav Aha answered: I am not speaking about cases where it is stated: 
Everyone is obligated, as it goes without saying that fulfilling any 
obligation is permitted ab initio. Rav Ashi asked: If that is so, that 
which was stated: Everyone who brings an offering places hands on 
the animal,’ both men and women (see Menahot 93a), is that also 
an expression indicating that it is not permitted ab initio? But isn’t 
it written: “And he shall place his hand upon the head of the burnt 
offering, and it shall be accepted for him to effect atonement for him” 
(Leviticus 1:4)? 
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Rav Aha answered: Indeed, there are instances where the word: 
Everyone, indicates ab initio, and there are instances where the 
word: Everyone, indicates after the fact. Rather, concerning the 
term: Everyone, that appears here in the mishna, from where can 
it be determined that it is an expression indicating that it is permit- 
ted ab initio, creating an apparent contradiction in the mishna that 
will be difficult for you? Perhaps it is an expression indicating that 
everyone's slaughter is valid after the fact, and there will not be a 
contradiction in the mishna that will be difficult for you. 


Rav Ashi said to Rav Aha: I find the phrase: And their slaughter is 
valid, to be difficult for me. From the fact that the tanna teaches: 
And their slaughter is valid, which is an expression indicating that 
it is valid after the fact, conclude by inference that the initial phrase 
in the mishna: Everyone slaughters, is an expression indicating 
that it is permitted ab initio. As, if it indicated that it is valid after 
the fact, why do I need two phrases teaching that it is valid after 
the fact? 


Rabba bar Ulla said, in resolution of the conflict in the mishna, that 
this is what the mishna is teaching: Everyone slaughters, and even 
a ritually impure person may slaughter a non-sacred animal ab 
initio. The Gemara interjects: What is the purpose of stating that a 
ritually impure person may slaughter a non-sacred animal ab initio? 
There is no prohibition against rendering non-sacred meat impure. 
The Gemara answers that the reference is to non-sacred animals 
that were being prepared according to the strictures of sacrificial 
food," and the tanna holds that the halakhic status of non-sacred 
foods that were prepared according to the strictures of sacrificial 
food is like that of sacrificial food insofar as it is prohibited to 
render such food impure. 


The Gemara asks: How does an impure person act in order to ensure 
that he will not render the flesh of the slaughtered animal impure? 
The Gemara answers: He brings a long knife and slaughters the 
animal with it, so that he will not come into contact with the flesh 
of the slaughtered animal. 


Rabba bar Ulla continues his interpretation of the mishna: And the 
reason the mishna also indicates that he may not slaughter ab initio 
is that with regard to sacrificial animals, he may not slaughter 
them ab initio even with along knife, lest he come into contact with 
the flesh. But if he slaughtered the sacrificial animal and says: It is 
clear to me that I did not come into contact with the flesh, his 
slaughter is valid after the fact. 


And it teaches: This is the halakha with regard to all people except 
for a deaf-mute, an imbecile, and a minor, who, even if they 
slaughtered only non-sacred animals, their slaughter is not valid 
even after the fact. The reason the Sages deemed such slaughter not 
valid is lest people in these categories interrupt the slaughter, lest 
they press the knife in the course of slaughter, and lest they con- 
ceal’ the knife beneath the windpipe or the gullet in the course of 
an inverted slaughter. 


BACKGROUND 


Lest they interrupt, lest they press, and lest they conceal — 
wm NOWLIDTD KAW ITH»: Interrupting, pressing, and concealing 
render the slaughter 
invalid and consumption of the animal or bird prohibited. 
Interrupting is defined as a case where the slaughterer begins 
to move the knife across the neck of the animal or the bird and 
then interrupts his movement after cutting into the gullet or the 
windpipe. In this case, the animal may not be consumed, even if 


are flaws in the act of ritual slaughter tha 


the slaughter was subsequently completed. 


aw onto them, instead of slicing into the animal's neck using a back- 
and-forth motion as required. 

Concealing involves inserting the slaughtering knife into the 
animal's neck between the gullet and the windpipe and severing 
one of the two from below instead of severing them from above as 
required. This too invalidates the slaughter. 

Two additional major flaws that invalidate the slaughter are rip- 
ping the gullet or the windpipe from its place before cutting it, and 
diverting the knife from the place of slaughter in the course of the 


In the case of pressing, which also invalidates the slaughter, the 
knife cuts into the gullet or the windpipe by being pressed down 


slaughter. 


NOTES 


Non-sacred animals that were prepared accord- 
ing to the strictures of sacrificial food - phin 
vipa mine by wyw: In earlier times, there were 
people who were fastidious in avoiding ritual 
impurity and would treat all their food as though it 
was sacrificial food. They would thereby accustom 
themselves to this higher standard so that they 
would be prepared when they actually ate sacri- 
ficial food. Likewise, there were people who were 
accustomed to eat their non-sacred food according 
to the strictures of teruma (Ramban). 
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HALAKHA 


All who are unfit who slaughtered — phoan bs 
yonww: It is permitted for all those unfit for Temple 
service to slaughter sacrificial animals ab initio, 
even for offerings of the most sacred order. The 
exception is a ritually impure person, who may 
not slaughter a sacrificial animal ab initio, even if 
he stands outside the courtyard and extends his 
hand to slaughter the animal inside the courtyard, 
as the Sages issued a decree in this case lest he 
touch the flesh. If he nevertheless slaughtered 
a sacrificial animal, the slaughter is valid and the 
animal is fit for an offering after the fact (Rambam 
Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 1:1-2). 
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The Gemara asks: If so, with regard to the clause that follows in the 

mishna: And any of them who slaughtered an animal and others 

see and supervise them, their slaughter is valid, to which case in 

the mishna is it referring? If we say that the reference is to the case 

ofa deaf-mute, an imbecile, and a minor, why was it formulated: 
And any of them who slaughtered? Since it stands adjacent to that 
halakha, the tanna should have formulated the phrase: And ifthey 
slaughtered. Rather, perhaps the reference is to the case of a ritu- 
ally impure person who slaughtered a non-sacred animal. The 

Gemara rejects that possibility as well. But didn’t you say in that 
case: He slaughters the animal even ab initio? 


And rather, perhaps the reference is to the case of a ritually 
impure person’ who slaughtered a sacrificial animal. The Gemara 
rejects that possibility, as in that case, if the ritually impure person 
says: Itis clear to me that I did not come into contact with the flesh, 
it is sufficient, and there is no need for supervision. The Gemara 
answers: Supervision is necessary in the case of a ritually impure 
person who slaughtered a sacrificial animal, to account for a case 
where the ritually impure person is not before us so that we can 
ask him whether he came into contact with the flesh. 


The Gemara asks: Is this halakha of a ritually impure person 
who slaughtered a sacrificial animal learned from an analysis of 
the mishna here? It is learned explicitly from the mishna there 
(Zevahim 31b): With regard to all those who are unfit for Temple 
service who slaughtered" an offering, their slaughter is valid, as 
the slaughter of an offering is valid ab initio when performed even 
by non-priests, by women, by Canaanite slaves, and by ritually 
impure individuals. And this is the halakha even with regard to 
offerings of the most sacred order,® provided that the ritually 
impure will not touch the flesh of the slaughtered animal, thereby 
rendering it impure. 


The Gemara answers: The mishna here is the primary source. 
There, since the tanna taught the rest of those disqualified for 
Temple service, he taught the case of a ritually impure person 
who slaughtered a sacrificial animal as well. And if you wish, say 
instead that the mishna there is the primary source, as it is stand- 
ing in tractate Zevahim, which deals with sacrificial animals. Here, 
since the tanna taught the case of a ritually impure person who 
slaughtered a non-sacred animal, he also teaches the case of a 
ritually impure person who slaughtered a sacrificial animal. 


BACKGROUND 


Ritually impure person — Xv: An entire order of Mishna, Teharot, source of ritual impurity assumes first-degree ritual impurity status. 


is devoted to this fundamental halakhic category of impurity, and it 
is the subject of extensive passages throughout the Talmud. Ritual 
impurity is a Torah edict, unrelated to hygiene, and it is categorized 
as a statute, a mitzva whose explanation is unknown. The term in 
the Torah for non-kosher animals is identical to the term for a ritually 
impure person, tameh, although the concepts are unrelated. 

Most ritual impurity stems from illness, bodily discharges, or the 
death of a person or an animal. It is not prohibited to eat or touch a 
ritually impure item, but as ritual impurity is the antithesis of sanctity, 
a ritually impure person may not eat or touch consecrated items and 
may not enter the Temple. Although it is prohibited for a priest and 
a nazirite to become ritually impure, the prohibition relates only to 
impurity imparted by a corpse, not other forms of impurity. By Torah 
law, gentiles cannot contract ritual impurity. 

There are various degrees of ritual impurity, depending on the 
source of the impurity. A human corpse, the ultimate primary source 
of ritual impurity, is the most severe category of a source of ritual 
impurity. A person or vessel that comes into contact with a corpse 
becomes a primary source of ritual impurity. Additional primary 
sources of ritual impurity include the carcass of an animal and that 
of a creeping animal, semen, a menstruating woman, a zav, a zava, 
and a leper. A vessel or food that comes into contact with a primary 


An object that comes into contact with an item with first-degree 
ritual impurity assumes second-degree ritual impurity status, con- 
tact with second-degree ritual impurity creates third-degree ritual 
impurity status, and contact with third-degree ritual impurity creates 
fourth-degree ritual impurity status. Non-sacred food items can 
assume second-degree ritual impurity, teruma can assume third- 
degree ritual impurity, and sacrificial food can assume fourth-degree 
ritual impurity. 


Offerings of the most sacred order - wp »wIp: Burnt offerings, 
sin offerings, guilt offerings, and communal peace offerings are 
included in this category. They are slaughtered exclusively in the 
northern section of the Temple courtyard, and those that are eaten 
may be eaten only on the day the animal is sacrificed and the night 
following that day. In addition, they may be eaten only by priests and 
only within the Temple courtyard. The prohibition against misuse of 
consecrated property applies to these offerings from the moment 
they are consecrated. After their blood has been sprinkled on the 
altar, the prohibition against misuse remains in effect with regard to 
the portions of the offering consumed on the altar, but not to the 
portions of the offering that may be eaten. 
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The Gemara asks: This ritually impure person mentioned in the 
mishna is one who became impure with what form of impurity? 
If we say that he became impure with impurity imparted by a 


7" corpse,’ this is difficult, as the Merciful One states: “And who- 


soever in the open field touches one slain with a sword” 
(Numbers 19:16). 


BACKGROUND 


One who contracted impurity imparted by a corpse - Kav 
nn: A corpse is the ultimate primary source of ritual impu- 
rity. A person or object that becomes impure with impurity 
imparted by a corpse becomes a primary source of ritual 
impurity, and imparts ritual impurity to people and vessels 
for a minimum period of seven days, until he is purified with 
the sprinkling of the purification waters, which include the 
ashes of the red heifer, and immerses in a ritual bath. A corpse 
imparts ritual impurity through contact, through being car- 
ried, as well as uniquely through impurity in a tent, which 


involves a person or a vessel being under a common roof 
with the corpse. Ritual impurity is transmitted not only by an 
intact corpse but also by parts of the corpse, although there 
are many complex provisions with regard to the parts of a 
body significant enough to impart this form of ritual impurity. 
Many authorities maintain that only Jewish corpses transmit 
impurity in a tent, and this is the halakhic conclusion as well. 
The halakhot of ritual impurity imparted by a corpse appear 
primarily in tractate Oholot. 
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It is derived from the juxtaposition of “slain” to “sword” that the 
halakhic status of a sword or any other metal vessel that comes 
into contact with a corpse is like that ofa corpse" itself. Similarly, 
if a metal utensil comes in contact with a person impure with 
impurity imparted by a corpse, it assumes his status. Therefore, 
since the impure person is a primary source of ritual impurity, 
let him render the knife impure, rendering it as well a primary 
source of impurity, and the knife then goes and renders the flesh 
impure. 


Rather, it is a case where the person became impure with impu- 
rity imparted by a creeping animal;* as he assumes first-degree 

ritual impurity status and does not render vessels impure, the 

knife remains ritually pure. And if you wish, say instead that 

actually he became impure with impurity imparted by a corpse, 
and it is a case where one examined the stalk of a reed,® which 

is a flat wooden vessel that does not become ritually impure, to 

ensure that it is perfectly smooth with no nicks, and slaughtered 

with it, as it is taught in a baraita: One may slaughter an animal 

with any sharp object, whether with a flint, or with glass shards, 
or with the stalk of a reed." 


= HALAKHA © 


The halakhic status of a sword is like that of a corpse - 33h 
done NITY: A metal vessel that comes into direct contact 
witha corpse assumes the status of the corpse itself. Therefore, 
it renders one who comes into contact with it or is under the 
same roof with it a primary source of ritual impurity. The early 
commentaries dispute whether this halakha applies exclu- 
sively to metal vessels or whether it also applies to all other 
vessels except for earthenware vessels (Rambam Sefer Tahara, 
Hilkhot Tumat Met 5:3; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh Dea 369:1). 


With the stalk of a reed - mp bw mapa: All offerings shall 
be slaughtered exclusively with a knife consecrated as a ser- 
vice vessel. Nevertheless, if one slaughtered with any knife 
with which non-sacred animals may be slaughtered, even 
with the stalk of a reed, the slaughter is valid after the fact 
(Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh Hakorbanot 4:7). 
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BACKGROUND 

Creeping animal - yw: The carcass of a creeping animal 
imparts ritual impurity upon contact (see Leviticus 11:29-30). 
There are eight such animals listed in the Torah, but as there is 
no clear oral tradition with regard to their identity, determin- 
ing their identity involves educated conjecture. It is popularly 
accepted that they are the weasel, mouse, toad, hedgehog, cha- 
meleon, lizard, snail, and mole, although this is not definitive. 


Stalk of a reed - mpbw Imap: The stalk is the hard outer edge 
of the reed. When the reed is split lengthwise and smoothed 
and honed a sharp edge is formed that can be used for cutting. 


Whole and split reed 
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NOTES 
And even a Samaritan - m5 sox: The king of Assyria 
brought people to Eretz Yisrael from the land of Cuthah 
and other lands following his conquering of the king- 
dom of Israel and the exile of the ten tribes from there. 
The new inhabitants of Samaria converted, but they did 
not observe all the mitzvot, particularly forsaking the 
Oral Law. Some hold that since their conversion was 
due to lions that killed them (see 1! Kings, chapter 17), 
hey are not genuine converts and the halakhic status 
of their slaughter is like that of a gentile, which is not 
valid even if a Jew supervised the slaughter (13a). Abaye 
explains the mishna according to those who hold that 
the Samaritans’ conversion was sincere, and since they 
embraced the mitzva of slaughter and fulfilled its provi- 
sions fastidiously, if the Samaritan eats from what he 
slaughtered, there is no concern that the slaughter was 
not valid. If he does not eat from it, there is concern that 
the slaughter was not valid, and the Jew may not eat 
the meat, as Samaritans do not observe the prohibition 
against causing others to sin. 


BACKGROUND 


Samaritan — *m>d: Samaritans were people who were 
exiled from their lands and resettled in Samaria. After 
ions began attacking and eating them, they converted 
o Judaism. As they were later discovered to have not 
completely forsaken their idol worship, this led to a dis- 
pute among the Sages with regard to the sincerity and 
validity of their conversion. 
With the return to Zion after the Babylonian exile, 
relations between the Jews and the Samaritans and 
heir allies grew contentious. The Samaritans employed 
various methods to prevent the rebuilding of the Temple 
and the wall of Jerusalem, such as maligning the Jews 
o the authorities, engaging in incitement, and even 
executing military intervention. Over the succeeding 
generations, there were periods of profound enmity 
between the Samaritans and the Jews, and John 
Hyrcanus, a Hasmonean king, invaded Samaria and 
destroyed their temple on Mount Gerizim. There were 
also periods of cooperation, e.g., during the bar Kokheva 
revolt. Among the Sages, there were various opinions 
concerning the halakhic status of the Samaritans. It was 
ultimately decided that the Samaritans were to be con- 
sidered gentiles in every sense, due to their continued 
idol worship. 


Olive-bulk - m3: By Torah law, the act of eating is 
defined as consuming one olive-bulk, and every Torah 
law that either commands or prohibits eating refers to 
this measure, which is one of the most significant hal- 
akhic units of volume. Although the measure is defined 
in terms of the water displacement of a particular strain 
of olive, the precise size of this measurement is not clear. 
One talmudic passage indicates that it is almost half of 
an egg-bulk, and another indicates that it is less than 
one-third of an egg-bulk. As there is also a range of 
opinions with regard to the size of an egg-bulk, opin- 
ions with regard to the size of an olive-bulk range from 
5 CC to 50 CC. 


One who leaves a gentile — 133 mya: The Gemara 
here raises the issue of libation wine. In its strict sense, 
he term libation wine refers to wine used in the rites 
of worshipping idols. It is prohibited to drink or benefit 
rom such wine (see Deuteronomy 32:38). The Sages 
issued a decree extending the scope of this prohibition 
o drinking any wine touched by gentiles even though 
it was neither used nor intended for idolatry, and that is 
he subject of the discussion here. 
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§ Abaye said in resolution of the apparent contradiction in the 
mishna that this is what the mishna is teaching: Everyone slaugh- 
ters, and even a Samaritan.™*4 In what case is this statement said? 
It is said in a case where a Jew is standing over him and ensuring that 
he slaughters properly; but if the Jew merely exits and enters and 
does not have a constant presence, the Samaritan may not slaughter 
the animal. 


And if the Samaritan slaughtered the animal without supervision, 
the Jew cuts an olive-bulk® of meat from the slaughtered animal and 
gives it to the Samaritan to eat. Ifthe Samaritan ate it, itis permitted 
for the Jew to eat meat from what the Samaritan slaughtered. Since 
Samaritans are meticulous with regard to the meat that they eat and 
eat meat only from an animal that was slaughtered properly, the Jew 
may partake of the meat. But if the Samaritan did not eat the meat, 
there is concern that the animal was not slaughtered properly, and it 
is prohibited to eat from what the Samaritan slaughtered. 


And it teaches: This is the halakha with regard to all people except 
for a deaf-mute, an imbecile, and a minor, who, even if they slaugh- 
tered only non-sacred animals, their slaughter is not valid even after 
the fact. The reason the Sages deemed such slaughter not valid is lest 
people in these categories interrupt the slaughter, lest they press 
the knife in the course of slaughter, and lest they conceal the knife 
beneath the windpipe or the gullet in the course of an inverted 
slaughter. 


The Gemara asks: If so, with regard to the clause in the mishna that 
follows: And any of them who slaughtered an animal and others see 
and supervise them, their slaughter is valid, to which case in the 
mishna is it referring? If we say that the reference is to the case of a 
deaf-mute, an imbecile, and a minor, since that is the halakha to 
which it stands adjacent, the tanna should have formulated the 
phrase: And if they slaughtered, instead of: And any of them who 
slaughtered. 


Rather, perhaps the reference is to the case of a Samaritan who 
slaughters. The Gemara rejects that possibility. But didn’t you say in 
that case: When a Jew is standing over him, a Samaritan may slaugh- 
ter even ab initio? The Gemara concedes that the formulation of the 
mishna: And any of them who slaughtered, is difficult according to 
this explanation of the mishna. 


Rava said: And in a case where a Jew exits and enters, is it not per- 
mitted for the Samaritan to slaughter the animal ab initio? But didn’t 
we learn in a mishna (Avoda Zara 69a): In the case of one who leaves 
a gentile’ in his store" in which there is wine, and a Jew exits and 
enters, the wine is permitted? Just as there, the sporadic presence of 
the Jew is sufficient to ensure that the gentile will refrain from touch- 
ing the wine, it should be sufficient in the case of a Samaritan who 
slaughters an animal as well. The Gemara rejects that proof. There, in 
the case of the store, does the tanna teach: One leaves a gentile ab 
initio? The tanna teaches: One who leaves, after the fact. Conse- 
quently, there is no proof from there that the Jew’s sporadic presence 
is sufficient to permit slaughter by a Samaritan ab initio. 


Everyone slaughters and even a Samaritan — rox pony San 
smd: Slaughter by a Samaritan, even if supervised, is not valid, and 


HALAKHA 


which discusses the status of Karaites (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, 
Hilkhot Shehita 4:16; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh Dea 2:8-9). 


the animal is considered an unslaughtered carcass, as the Sages 


established that the status of a Samaritan is that of a gentile in 
he commentaries inferred from the Gemara 
here that the halakhic status of Sadducees and others who do 
not accept the Oral Torah is equivalent to the status held by 
Samaritans before the Sages established definitively that they 
are gentiles. Therefore, their slaughter is valid only if performed 
under the supervision of others. If they were well versed in the 
halakhot of slaughter, it is sufficient if the supervisor exits and 
enters intermittently (Shakh), and in addition, they are required 
to submit the knife for examination. Similarly, see the Beer Heitev, 


every sense (6a). Tl 


One who leaves a gentile in his store — inuina "133 rsa: In a 
case where a Jew leaves a gentile in his wine store but exits and 
enters intermittently, if the gentile does not know when he will 
return and is unable to see him coming when he does return, 
the wine is permitted (see Avoda Zara 69a). Nevertheless, a Jew 
should not leave wine or vinegar in his house together with a 
gentile, as the Gemara inferred from the language of the mishna: 
One who leaves, rather than: One may leave, that it is permitted 
only after the fact (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Ma‘akhalot 
Assurot 12:17; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 129:1 and Gra there). 


This file may not be reproduced or distributed in any form without express permission from the publisher 


IW nomd pry WWI pre KITA KYN 
- DIJN xxiw 9 by ax KYN saw 
nan 


pon Sa sanp 27 NI TAN NYY 
- DOK ODI Aaa wm bagi 
ixyg xa bax dian xxi ews 
z ax p min wana yin - www 
wox- ta x Amore magy anv 


Tay Yost yep) Mew wana YIN 
DW) ADT NYY ATD! NRY XC 993 
xine KN UWY aay avon 
DNY NP AY - RI MW WN 

my yan "pnw 


KYI soo ATIK NI - IN KYN 
KWP monna DTE D) 


poniw Soa 2anp 37 K WY TT 
-KAD TAWA TAWN Dee UEN 
aiba Ge mawn byw xI 
rato 


Rather, proof can be cited from the mishna here (Avoda Zara 61a): 
In a case where barrels of wine belonging to a Jew are in the posses- 
sion of a gentile, and a Jew was tasked with supervising those barrels, 
the supervisor need not be continuously sitting" and supervising 
to ensure that the gentile does not touch the wine; rather, even if 
the supervisor exits and enters, the wine is permitted. This mishna 
clearly indicates that exiting and entering is sufficient even ab initio. 


Rather, Rava said in resolution of the apparent contradiction similar 
to the resolution proposed by Abaye, that this is what the mishna is 

teaching: Everyone slaughters, and even a Samaritan. In what case 

is this statement said? It is said in a case where a Jew exits and 

enters; but if the Jew does not exit and enter and instead came and 

found that the Samaritan slaughtered the animal, the Jew cuts an 

olive-bulk of meat from the slaughtered animal and gives it to the 

Samaritan to eat. If the Samaritan ate it, it is permitted for the Jew 
to eat meat from what the Samaritan slaughtered. But if the Samari- 
tan did not eat the meat, it is prohibited to eat from what the 

Samaritan slaughtered. 


And it teaches: This is the halakha with regard to all people except 
for a deaf-mute, an imbecile, and a minor, whose slaughter is not 
valid even after the fact. The reason the Sages deemed such slaughter 
not valid is lest people in these categories interrupt the slaughter, 
lest they press the knife in the course of slaughter, and lest they 
conceal the knife beneath the windpipe or the gullet in the course 
of an inverted slaughter. The Gemara asks: If so, with regard to the 
clause in the mishna that follows: And any of them who slaughtered 
an animal and others see and supervise them, their slaughter is valid, 
to which case in the mishna is this referring? If we say that the refer- 
ence is to the case of a deaf-mute, an imbecile, and a minor, since 
that is the halakha to which it stands adjacent, the tanna should 
have formulated the phrase: And if they slaughtered, instead of: 
And any of them who slaughtered. 


Rather, perhaps the reference is to the case of a Samaritan who 
slaughters. The Gemara rejects that possibility. But didn’t you say 
that ifa Jew is present, then even ifhe exits and enters and does not 
have a constant presence, a Samaritan may slaughter even ab initio? 
The Gemara concedes that the formulation of the mishna: And any 
of them who slaughtered, is difficult according to this explanation 
of the mishna. 


§ Rav Ashi said in resolution of the apparent contradiction in the 
mishna that this is what the mishna is teaching: Everyone slaugh- 
ters, and even a Jewish transgressor [meshummad].' The Gemara 
asks: A transgressor of what sort? The Gemara answers: It is one 
whose transgression is to eat unslaughtered animal carcasses to 
satisfy his appetite, i.e., for his convenience. And the ruling of the 
mishna is in accordance with the statement of Rava, as Rava says: 
In the case of a Jewish transgressor whose transgression is that he 
eats unslaughtered animal carcasses’ to satisfy his appetite," if he 
seeks to slaughter an animal, 


LANGUAGE 


Transgressor [meshummad] — “W3wIA: In this context, this term 
refers to a habitual transgressor. Generally speaking, this term refers 
to one who converted from Judaism to another religion. Its etymol- 
ogy remains uncertain. Some geonim explain that this is a slightly 
abridged version of the term meshuamad, whose root ayin, mem, 
dalet connotes baptism in Aramaic and is also a pejorative reference 
to a chamber pot. It seems that gentile scholars concurred with 


this understanding, as censored editions of the Talmud replace this 
word with the term transgressor [mumar]. 

Others explain that the root of meshummad is shin, mem, dalet, 
which means a curse or excommunication in Aramaic. Accordingly, 
meshummad literally means: One who is cursed or excommuni- 
cated, Still others hold that it is from the Mandaic dialect of Aramaic 
and means to go astray by adopting heretical practices. 


HALAKHA 

The supervisor need not be continuously sitting, 
etc. -^5 avi iad ‘pr miw px: The permitted 
wine of a Jew in the domain of a gentile remains 
permitted with the supervision of a Jew. The supervi- 
sor need not sit and supervise without interruption; it 
is sufficient for him to exit and enter intermittently at 
random times. See the mishna (Avoda Zara 61a) and 
the Gemara there for an extensive discussion of this 
matter (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Ma‘akhalot 
Assurot 13:4; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 131:1). 


BACKGROUND 
Unslaughtered animal carcass — mbvaa:This halakhic 
term refers to the carcass of a kosher or non-kosher 
large mammal that died of natural causes or as the 
result of an invalid slaughter. Such an animal is a 
primary source of ritual impurity, and it is prohibited 
to eat it, although one may derive benefit from it. 
Certain types of severe anatomical defects or injuries, 
e.g., a completely broken neck, render even a living 
animal an unslaughtered carcass. 


NOTES 

A Jewish transgressor that eats unslaughtered ani- 
mal carcasses to satisfy his appetite, etc. - byw 
njian niba bate mawn: This is a person who 
concedes that the Torah is true, but when there is no 
kosher meat available he is willing to eat non-kosher 
meat. If kosher and non-kosher meat are equally 
accessible, he will choose the kosher meat (4a). 
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NOTES 

One examines a knife and gives it to the transgressor — 
b pin p29 Tia: That transgressor may then slaughter 
without supervision, based on the assumption that he is 
well versed in the halakhot of slaughter, as the majority 
of those associated with slaughter are experts. Likewise, 
there is no concern that he will sabotage the slaughter, 
as he is not motivated by insolence. There is also no con- 
cern that he will deliberately cause others to eat non- 
kosher flesh, as he derives no benefit from doing so. 
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one examines a knife to ensure that it is perfectly smooth with 
no nicks and gives it to the transgressor," and it is permitted to 
eat from what he slaughtered. But if one did not examine the 
knife and give it to the transgressor, the transgressor may not 
slaughter an animal ab initio. And if the transgressor slaugh- 
tered an animal, one examines his knife after his slaughter." If 
his knife is found to be perfectly smooth, it is permitted to eat 
meat from what he slaughtered, and if not, it is prohibited to 
eat from what he slaughtered. 


And it teaches: This is the halakha with regard to all people 
except for a deaf-mute, an imbecile, and a minor, whose 
slaughter is not valid even after the fact. The reason the Sages 
deemed such slaughter not valid is lest people in these categories 
interrupt the slaughter, lest they press the knife in the course 
of slaughter, and lest they conceal the knife beneath the wind- 
pipe or the gullet in the course of an inverted slaughter. The 
Gemara asks: If so, with regard to the clause in the mishna that 
follows: And any of them who slaughtered an animal and oth- 
ers see and supervise them, their slaughter is valid, to which case 
in the mishna is it referring? If we say that the reference is to the 
case of a deaf-mute, an imbecile, and a minor, since that is the 
halakha to which it stands adjacent, the tanna should have 
formulated the phrase: And if they slaughtered, instead of: And 
any of them who slaughtered. 


Rather, perhaps the reference is to the case of a Jewish trans- 
gressor who slaughters. The Gemara asks: In what case? If it is 
a case where one examined a knife and gave it to the transgres- 
sor, didn’t you say in that case that the transgressor may slaugh- 
ter ab initio? Rather, perhaps the reference is to a case where 
one did not examine the knife. If it is a case where the knife is 
available, let him examine the knife now to make sure that there 
are no nicks. And if it is a case where the knife is not available, 
then when others see him slaughter, what of it? How can one 
eat from what he slaughtered? Perhaps he slaughtered the ani- 
mal with a notched knife. The Gemara concedes that the for- 
mulation of the mishna: And any of them who slaughtered, is 
difficult according to this explanation of the mishna. 


§ Ravina said in resolution of the apparent contradiction in 
the mishna that this is what the mishna is teaching: Everyone 
slaughters, i.e., everyone who is an expert in the halakhot of 
ritual slaughter slaughters; all experts are qualified to slaughter, 
and this is the halakha even if they are not established as accus- 
tomed to slaughter with a steady hand and without fainting. 


In what case is this statement said? It is said in a case where 
people know about him that he knows and is able to recite the 
halakhot of ritual slaughter. But if people do not know about 
him that he knows and is able to recite the halakhot of ritual 
slaughter, he may not slaughter an animal ab initio. And if he 
slaughtered an animal, one examines him; if he knows and is 
able to recite the halakhot of ritual slaughter it is permitted to 
eat meat from what he slaughtered, and if not, it is prohibited 
to eat from what he slaughtered. 


One examines his knife after his slaughter - vyny iva PTia: 
With regard to a Jew who is a transgressor with regard to eat- 
ing unslaughtered carcasses to satisfy his appetite and who is 
not motivated by insolence, one may give him a knife that was 
examined and whose blade was found to be smooth and allow 
him to slaughter an animal without supervision, provided that 


HALAKHA 


he knows how to slaughter and is known to be well versed in 
the halakhot of slaughter. If one did not examine the knife prior 
to the slaughter, it is prohibited to eat from the slaughter of the 
transgressor unless one examines the knife after the slaughter and 
finds the blade smooth (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Shehita 
4:14; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh Dea 2:2). 
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And it teaches: This is the halakha with regard to all people except for 
a deaf-mute, an imbecile, and a minor, whose slaughter is not valid 
even after the fact. The reason the Sages deemed such slaughter not 
validis lest people in these categories interrupt the slaughter, lest they 
press the knife in the course of slaughter, and lest they conceal the 
knife beneath the windpipe or the gullet in the course of an inverted 
slaughter. The Gemara asks: If so, with regard to the clause in the 
mishna that follows: And any of them who slaughtered an animal and 
others see and supervise them, their slaughter is valid, to which case 
in the mishna is this referring? If we say that the reference is to the case 
of a deaf-mute, an imbecile, and a minor, since that is the halakha to 
which it stands adjacent, the tanna should have formulated the phrase: 
And if they slaughtered, instead of: And any of them who slaughtered. 


Rather, perhaps the reference is to a case where they are not experts. 
The Gemara rejects the possibility that they are not experts, as in that 
case, if one examines him after the slaughter to determine his expertise 
in the halakhot of ritual slaughter, it is sufficient. The Gemara answers: 
Supervision is necessary in the case where the one who slaughtered 
the animal is not before us so that we can examine him. 


And there are those who say that Ravina said that this is what the 
mishna is teaching: Everyone slaughters, i.e., everyone who is estab- 
lished as accustomed to slaughter with a steady hand and without 
fainting slaughters; all those established concerning this are qualified 
to slaughter, even if it is not known if they are experts. In what case 
is this statement said? It is said in a case where they slaughtered 
before us two or three times and did not faint." But if he did not 
slaughter before us two or three times he may not slaughter an 
animal ab initio, lest he faint. And if he slaughtered an animal and 
said: It is clear to me that I did not faint, his slaughter is valid. 


And it teaches: This is the halakha with regard to all people except for 
a deaf-mute, an imbecile, and a minor, whose slaughter is not valid 
even after the fact. The reason the Sages deemed such slaughter not 
valid is lest people in these categories interrupt the slaughter, lest they 
press the knife in the course of slaughter, and lest they conceal the 
knife beneath the windpipe or the gullet in the course of an inverted 
slaughter. The Gemara asks: If so, with regard to the clause in the 
mishna that follows: And any of them who slaughtered an animal and 
others see and supervise them, their slaughter is valid, to which case 
in the mishna is this referring? If we say that the reference is to the case 
of a deaf-mute, an imbecile, and a minor, since that is the halakha to 
which it stands adjacent, the tanna should have formulated the phrase: 
And if they slaughtered, instead of: And any of them who slaughtered. 


Rather, perhaps the reference is to a case where they are not estab- 
lished as accustomed to slaughter with a steady hand and without 
fainting. The Gemara rejects that possibility, as in that case, didn’t you 
say that if one said after the slaughter: It is clear to me that I did not 
faint, it is sufficient? The Gemara answers: Supervision is necessary in 
the case where the one who slaughtered the animal is not before us 
so that we can ask him whether he fainted. 


The Gemara summarizes: Ravina and Rabba bar Ulla did not say a 
resolution to the apparent contradiction in the mishna like that of 
Abaye, Rava, and Rav Ashi due to the fact that the phrase in the 
mishna: And any of them who slaughtered, is difficult for them. 


All of the other amora’im did not say a resolution to the apparent 
contradiction in the mishna like that of Rabba bar Ulla, who interprets 
the mishna as referring to the case of a ritually impure person; accord- 
ing to that version that you said: The mishna here is the primary 
source for the halakha of a ritually impure person who slaughtered a 
sacrificial animal, the other amora’im reject this interpretation because, 
on the contrary, the mishna there is the primary source, as it is 
standing in tractate Zevahim, which deals with sacrificial animals. 


he publisher 


NOTES 

Where they slaughtered before us two or three 
times and did not faint - wow ony na www 
aby x) Days: The Gemara used the phrase: Two 
or three, either because that is a common phrase, 
or because the Sages dispute whether presump- 
tive status is established after two or three times. 
Although generally the ruling is that three times 
establishes presumptive status, perhaps with 
regard to ritual matters twice is sufficient (Ritva). 
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HALAKHA 


Non-sacred foods that were prepared according to 
the strictures of sacrificial food — many by ww pan 
wip: The halakhic status of non-sacred food that was 
prepared according to the strictures of sacrificial food is 
not precisely like that of sacrificial food. Rather, there are 
certain areas where the Sages deemed it like sacrificial 
ood and others where its status is like non-sacred food, 
e.g, it does not assume third-degree ritual impurity. The 
Ra'avad holds that this is a minority opinion, and in fact 
hroughout the Talmud the presumption is in accordance 
with the opinion that the halakhic status of non-sacred 
oods that were prepared according to the strictures of 
sacrificial food is that of sacrificial food in every sense 
(Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Shear Avot HaTumot 11:9, 
12:16 and Kesef Mishne there). 


The majority of those associated with slaughter are 
experts, etc. — 151471 pran mommy dex praia ait: It is 
permitted to allow any person to slaughter ab initio, and 
it is permitted to eat from what he slaughtered. This is 
the halakha even if it has not been ascertained that he is 
established as accustomed to slaughter without fainting, 
and even if it is not known that he is well versed in the 
halakhot of slaughter, as the majority of those associ- 
ated with slaughter have the presumptive status of being 
expert, established slaughterers. That is the ruling when 
he is not available after the slaughter. Since it is impossible 
to ascertain his fitness to slaughter, one may rely on his 
presumptive status and eat from what he slaughtered. 

If he is available, one must examine him to ascertain 
his expertise. Nevertheless, one need not ask him whether 
he fainted. This is contrary to the opinion of Ravina and 
in accordance with the opinion of the amora’im who 
disagree with him and hold that the majority of those 
associated with slaughter are experts, and there is no 
concern at all about the possibility of fainting. One relies 
on this majority only after the fact, but one must ascertain 
his expertise ab initio, in accordance with the opinion of 
the geonim (see Beit Yosef). The Rema says that one does 
not rely on this majority ab initio and one may not allow a 
person to slaughter until he ascertains the other's degree 
of expertise (Or Zarua). 

These halakhot apply with regard to others who do not 
know whether the person slaughtering is an expert and 
established. The slaughterer himself should not slaughter, 
even though he is well versed in the halakhot of slaughter 
and is an expert, until he has slaughtered an animal three 
times in the presence of a Sage who is an expert in the 
halakhot of slaughter and knows that he has a steady 
hand and will not faint (Tur, citing Rambam). Therefore, 
it is customary that one slaughters only after receiving 
authorization from a Sage who gives him a certificate of 
authorization (Agur, citing Hilkhot Eretz Yisrael). One relies 
on that certification and does not examine the slaugh- 
terer prior to the slaughter (Rema). The later authorities 
disagree whether it is permitted to eat from what one 
without authorization slaughtered (Rambam Sefer Kedu- 
sha, Hilkhot Shehita 4:3, 6-7; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 1:1 
and Pithei Teshuva there and Arukh HaShulhan 1:26). 
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The amora’im also reject the interpretation according to that other 
version that you said: The mishna there is the primary source, and 
here, since the tanna taught the case of a ritually impure person 
who slaughtered non-sacred animals, he teaches the case of a ritu- 
ally impure person who slaughtered sacrificial animals as well. The 
reason is that it was not necessary for the tanna to teach the case 
itself of a ritually impure person who slaughtered a non-sacred 
animal, as in the opinion of the other amora’im, the halakhic status 
ofnon-sacred foods that were prepared according to the strictures 
of sacrificial food" is not like that of sacrificial food, and it is 
permitted to render such food impure. 


All of the other amora’im did not say a resolution to the apparent 
contradiction in the mishna like that of Ravina; according to that 
version that he said: Experts, yes, may slaughter ab initio, but those 
that it is not known that they are experts, no, they may not slaughter 
ab initio, the other amora’im disagree because they hold that the 
majority of those associated with slaughter are experts." Therefore, 
even if it is not known whether they are experts, their slaughter is 
valid. 


According to that version that Ravina said: People who are estab- 
lished as accustomed to slaughter without fainting, yes, they may 
slaughter ab initio, but people who are not established as accus- 
tomed to slaughter without fainting, no, they may not slaughter ab 
initio, the other amora’im disagree because they hold that we are not 
concerned for the possibility of fainting. 


Rava did not say a resolution like that of Abaye, that the mishna is 
referring to a Samaritan, in accordance with the difficulty that he 
raised from the halakha of wine belonging to a Jew to which a gentile 
has access. Abaye did not say a resolution like that of Rava, that a 
Samaritan may slaughter ab initio if a Jew enters and exits, because 
there, in the case of wine, the gentile does not touch the wine; 
therefore, it is sufficient if the Jew enters and exits. Here, in the 
case of slaughter, the Samaritan touches the animal in the course of 
slaughter, and he can disqualify the slaughter in an instant. Therefore, 
Abaye holds that it is insufficient for a Jew to enter and exit. 


Rav Ashi did not say a resolution like that of both of them, Abaye 
and Rava, because he holds: Samaritans are converts who con- 
verted under duress due to the threat posed by lions," and their 
conversion is void; therefore, their halakhic status is that of a gentile, 
whose slaughter is not valid. 


Abaye did not say a resolution like that of Rav Ashi, who interprets 
the mishna as referring to a Jewish transgressor whose transgression 
is that he eats unslaughtered animal carcasses to satisfy his appetite, 
because he does not hold that which Rava said, that such a trans- 
gressor may slaughter ab initio if his knife is examined beforehand 
by someone reliable. But as for Rava, what is the reason that he did 
not say a resolution in accordance with his own statement of hal- 
akha with regard to the slaughter of a transgressor and explain the 
mishna in the manner that Rav Ashi did? 


The Gemara answers: When Rava explained that the tanna in the 
mishna is referring to the slaughter of a Samaritan, he stated his 
opinion in accordance with the statement of Abaye in order to 
resolve the difficulty that Abaye raised; but he himself does not 
hold accordingly. 


NOTES 


Converts who converted due to lions — niy "a: As related 
in the Bible (ıı Kings, chapter 17), when people from other lands 
were forcibly resettled in Samaria, lions began killing them. That 
resulted in their conversion motivated by fear of the God of the 
land. Although their conversion was not undertaken for the 
sake of Heaven, this factor in and of itself does not invalidate 


they continued to worship their idols, as it is written: “They feared 
the Lord, and worshipped their own gods, in the manner of the 
nations from where they had been exiled” (11 Kings 17:33). The 
Sages who say that they were true converts hold that ultimately 
they abandoned their idols and worshipped God wholeheartedly 
(Tosefot HaRosh). 
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conversion after the fact. However, even after their conversion 
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§ The Sages taught in a baraita: The slaughter performed by a 
Samaritan is permitted ab initio. In what case is this statement 
said? It is said in a case where there is a Jew standing over him and 
supervising to ensure that the slaughter was performed properly. 
But if the Jew came and found that the Samaritan already slaugh- 
tered the animal, the Jew cuts an olive-bulk of meat from the 
slaughtered animal and gives it to the Samaritan to eat. If the 
Samaritan ate it, it is permitted for the Jew to eat meat from what 
the Samaritan slaughtered. But if the Samaritan did not eat the 
meat, it is prohibited to eat from what the Samaritan slaughtered. 


Similarly, if the Jew found in the possession of a Samaritan 


a string [dekurya]' of birds, and the Jew does not know whether 
they were properly slaughtered, he severs the head of one of them 
and gives it to the Samaritan to eat. If the Samaritan ate it, it is 
permitted for the Jew to eat the meat from what the Samaritan 
slaughtered. But if the Samaritan did not eat the meat, it is 
prohibited to eat from what the Samaritan slaughtered. 


In arriving at their respective interpretations of the mishna, Abaye 
inferred from the first clause of the baraita and Rava inferred 
from the latter clause of the baraita. Abaye inferred from the first 
clause: The slaughter performed by a Samaritan is permitted in a 
case where there is a Jew actively supervising to ensure that the 
slaughter was performed properly, that the reason it is permitted is 
that the Jew is standing over him. But if the Jew exits and enters, 
then no, it is prohibited to eat from what the Samaritan slaughtered. 


Rava inferred from the latter clause: If the Jew came and found 
that the Samaritan already slaughtered the animal, the Jew cuts an 
olive-bulk of meat from the slaughtered animal and gives it to the 
Samaritan to eat. The reason that it is necessary to administer this 
test is due only to the fact that the Jew came and found that the 
Samaritan already slaughtered the animal. But in a case where the 
Jew exits and enters, it is permitted to eat from what the Samaritan 
slaughtered ab initio. 


The Gemara raises an objection: And according to Abaye, the latter 
clause is difficult. The Gemara answers that Abaye could have said 
to you: The tanna also characterizes the case where a Jew exits 
and enters as a case of: If the Jew came and found the Samaritan. 
The Gemara raises an objection: And according to Rava, the first 
clause is difficult. The Gemara answers that Rava could have said 
to you: The case where a Jew exits and enters is also considered 
like a case where the Jew is standing over him, and it is included in 
that halakha. 


§ The baraita continues: Similarly, if the Jew found a string of 
birds in the possession of a Samaritan, and the Jew does not know 
whether they were properly slaughtered, he severs the head of one 
of them and gives it to the Samaritan to eat. If the Samaritan ate it, 
it is permitted for the Jew to eat from what the Samaritan slaugh- 
tered. But if the Samaritan did not eat the meat, it is prohibited to 
eat from what the Samaritan slaughtered. The Gemara asks: Why is 
that a reliable indication? Let us be concerned that perhaps it is 
this bird alone, whose head the Jew severed, that the Samaritan 
slaughtered properly, and the rest are unslaughtered carcasses. 


LANGUAGE 
String [dekurya] — xp: From the Latin decuria, mean- 
ing a group of ten. Here it is utilized in the sense of a 
group consisting of several people or objects. Tosafot 
explain that it means a basket. 
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man: Rashi explains that he crushes the head so 
that the Samaritan is unable to identify the distin- 
guishing mark that he placed in the bird. Rabbeinu 
Gershom Meor HaGola explains that he spreads a 
substance over the bird, obscuring the distinguishing 
mark (Arukh). These two understandings are consis- 
tent with the use of the term later in this tractate 
(18a and 45b). 


LANGUAGE 
Diverting [hagrama] — 7137371: This verb, which does 
not appear in the Bible, refers to diverting the knife, 
or part of the animal being slaughtered, from the area 
designated for slaughter. 
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Rav Menashe said an answer to this question. Before presenting 
his answer, the Gemara cites a mnemonic for the three statements 
of Rav Menashe cited in this tractate, this one and two others: 
Inserts, a scalpel (see 31a), into rams (see 51a). Rav Menashe’s 
answer is as follows: The case in the baraita is one where the 
Jew inserts the string of birds under the corners of his garment 
and hands the Samaritan the head of one of the birds. In that way, 
the Samaritan has no way of knowing from which bird the head 
was taken. If he ate it, apparently all the birds were slaughtered 


properly. 


The Gemara challenges: And perhaps the Samaritan placed a 
distinguishing mark in that bird, indicating to him that it is the 
kosher one. Rav Mesharshiyya said: The case in the baraita is 
one where the Jew crushed the head" that he gave the Samaritan, 
thereby rendering it indistinguishable from the others. 


The Gemara challenges this answer: And perhaps the Samaritans 
hold there is no source for the slaughter of a bird in the Torah. 
Therefore, the fact that the Samaritan ate the bird’s head is no proof 
that the bird was properly slaughtered. 


The Gemara rejects that possibility: And according to your rea- 
soning, those actions that disqualify the slaughter of an animal: 
Interrupting the slaughter, pressing the knife, concealing the 
knife in the course of an inverted slaughter, diverting [hagrama]' 
the knife from the place of slaughter, and ripping the simanim from 
their place before cutting them, are they written in the Torah? 


Rather, even though the details are not all written in the Torah, 
once the Samaritans embraced those disqualifications, they 
embraced them, and a Jew may rely on their slaughter; when they 
eat from the meat, it is permitted for a Jew to eat the meat as well. 
Here too, although the requirement of ritual slaughter for a bird 
is not written in the Torah, once the Samaritans embraced the 
mitzva of ritual slaughter, they embraced it in the same manner 
that it is performed by Jews. 


And with regard to mitzvot that are not written explicitly in the 
Torah that Samaritans embraced, the question of whether they are 
presumed to fulfill them in the manner that Jews fulfill them or 
they are not presumed to do so is a dispute between tanna’im, 
as it is taught in a baraita: It is permitted to eat the matza of a 
Samaritan on Passover, and a person fulfills his obligation to eat 
matza on the first night of Passover with it. 


Rabbi Elazar prohibits the consumption of the matza of a Samari- 
tan on Passover, because the Samaritans are not experts in the 
details of mitzvot like Jews and do not know the precise nature 
of leaven prohibited by the Torah. 


Rabban Shimon ben Gamliel says: On the contrary, with regard 
to any mitzva that the Samaritans embraced and accepted upon 
themselves, they are more exacting in its observance than are 
Jews. Therefore, one may assume that they prepared the matza 


properly. 


The Gemara proceeds to analyze that baraita. The Master said: It 
is permitted to eat the matza of a Samaritan on Passover, and a 
person fulfills his obligation to eat matza on the first night of 
Passover with it. The Gemara asks: Isnt it obvious that if the 
matza is permitted one fulfills his obligation with it on Passover? 
The Gemara answers: Lest you say that Samaritans are not expert 
in the mitzva of guarding the matza for the sake of the mitzva, the 
tanna teaches us that they are expert. Rabbi Elazar deems it 
prohibited to eat the matza of Samaritans on Passover, due to the 
fact that the Samaritans are not experts in the details of mitzvot. 
He holds that Samaritans are not expert in the mitzva of guarding 
the matza for the sake of the mitzva. 
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Rabban Shimon ben Gamliel says: With regard to any mitzva that 
Samaritans embraced and accepted upon themselves, they are more 
exacting in its observance than are Jews. The Gemara raises an 
objection: That is identical to the opinion of the first tanna. The 
Gemara explains: There is a practical difference between their opin- 
ions with regard to a mitzva that is written but with regard to which 
the Samaritans did not embrace it. The first tanna holds: Once the 
mitzva is written in the Torah, even if there is no knowledge that 
they embraced it, Samaritans can be relied upon to perform it prop- 
erly. And Rabban Shimon ben Gamliel holds: Even with regard to 
a mitzva written in the Torah, if they embraced its observance, yes, 
one may rely on the Samaritans, but if they did not embrace its 
observance, no, one may not rely on them. 


The Gemara challenges: If it is so that this is the opinion of Rabban 
Shimon ben Gamliel, the formulation of his statement is imprecise. 
He said: With regard to any mitzva that Samaritans embraced and 
accepted upon themselves, they are more exacting in its observance 
than are Jews; this indicates that one may rely upon Samaritans to 
observe those mitzvot even if they are not written in the Torah. 
Therefore, he should have said: If they embraced, which addresses 
the statement of the first tanna. Contrary to the first tanna, who said 
that one may rely upon Samaritans with regard to any mitzva that is 
written, Rabban Shimon ben Gamliel says that one may rely upon 
them only if they embraced the mitzva. 


Rather, there is a practical difference between their opinions with 
regard to a mitzva that is not written and with regard to which the 
Samaritans embraced its observance. The first tanna holds: Since 
it is not written, even though they embraced its observance one 
may also not rely upon them. Rabban Shimon ben Gamliel holds: 
Once it is known that they embraced observance of a mitzva, they 
embraced the mitzva and one may rely upon them. 


§ With regard to the statement of Rava cited earlier (3a), the Gemara 
analyzes the matter itself. Rava says: In the case of a Jewish trans- 
gressor" whose transgression is that he eats unslaughtered animal 
carcasses to satisfy his appetite, if he seeks to slaughter an animal, 
one examines a knife to ensure that it is perfectly smooth with no 
nicks and gives it to the transgressor, and it is permitted to eat from 
what he slaughtered. 


The Gemara explains: What is the reason? Since in this case there 
is the option to slaughter the animal in a permitted manner or to 
slaughter the animal in a prohibited manner, such a transgressor 
would not intentionally forsake the permitted manner and eat food 
slaughtered in a prohibited manner. Since he has a knife that was 
examined and the majority of those associated with slaughter are 
experts, the food is presumed to be permitted, and there is no 
concern that perhaps he intentionally sabotaged the slaughter. 


The Gemara challenges: If so, then even in a case where the Jew did 
not examine the knife, it should be permitted to eat from the animal 
slaughtered by the transgressor. The Gemara answers: It is prohibited 
because if the transgressor discovers that the knife is flawed, he does 
not exert himself to replace it with a knife with a smooth blade. 


The Sages said to Rava: A baraita is taught that supports your 
opinion: With regard to the leavened bread of transgressors, who 
do not eradicate their leavened bread before Passover, after Passover 


Transgressor — TAWA: This term refers to one who habitually 
transgresses and has cast the yoke of a mitzva from upon himself. 
By contrast, one who is not a habitual sinner but performed a 


NOTES 


transgression once does not have this status, although he may be 
disqualified from serving as a witness (Beit Yosef, Yoreh De‘a 2; see 
Torat Hayyim). 
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HALAKHA 


Whose brothers died due to circumcision — Ymg ma 
mong ania: A man who is uncircumcised because his 
brothers died as a result of circumcision has the same 
status as any other righteous Jew, and all agree that he 
may slaughter without someone examining his knife. 
That is the halakha provided that he refrains from cir- 
cumcision only due to the danger (Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh 
Dea 2:7 and Shakh there). 


A transgressor concerning another matter — Tawa 
nx nat: With regard to one who is a transgressor to 
ulfill his desires, it is permitted for him to slaughter an 
animal ab initio, and there is no need to examine his 
nife. This is the halakha concerning a transgressor with 
regard to violating any of the mitzvot in the Torah other 
han the prohibition to eat unslaughtered carcasses, 
based on the apparent conclusion of the Gemara from 
he baraita concerning a transgressor remaining uncir- 
cumcised. By contrast, the Rambam requires examina- 
ion of the knife of one who is a transgressor with regard 
o violating any particular mitzva, as he interprets that 
baraita as referring to a case where the knife is exam- 
ined (Rashba; see Rosh 1:5). 

Even according to the Rambam, the requirement to 
examine the knife applies specifically to a transgressor 
who habitually performs the transgression, but one 
who performs a transgression once does not require 
examination of the knife, as the Gemara refers specifi- 
cally to a transgressor. Nevertheless, if he ate unslaugh- 
tered carcasses, even once, his knife must be examined, 
because he is suspect with regard to that matter itself 
(see Shakh). 

The slaughter of one who insolently performs any 
transgression in the Torah is not valid. Some say that 
with regard to one who eats animal carcasses, even if he 
does not do so insolently, as long as he does not do so 
merely to satisfy his appetite, his halakhic status is that 
of one who did so insolently (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, 
Hilkhot Shehita 4:14-15; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 2:5-6, 
and in the comment of Rema). 


BACKGROUND 
Whose brothers died due to circumcision — Ypg ma 
abn Mana: Generally, this is the result of hemophilia, 
where the clotting system of the blood does not func- 
tion and the infant bleeds to death. This condition 
is often diagnosed at circumcision, which is the first 
wound suffered by the newborn. 

This disease is hereditary, transmitted from the per- 
son's grandfather through his mother. If one brother 
is affected, this indicates that the mother carries the 
gene responsible for the disease, and for a maternal 
brother there is at least a 50 percent chance of being 
affected as well. 
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it is permitted immediately, due to the fact that they exchange 
the forbidden leavened bread in their possession with permitted 
leavened bread belonging to gentiles immediately after Passover. 


The Sages who cited this proof assumed that this baraita is in accor- 
dance with whose opinion? They assumed it is in accordance with 

the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda, who says: Leavened bread that was 

not eradicated before Passover is forbidden after Passover by Torah 

law. The Gemara comments: And nevertheless it is taught that it is 

permitted due to the fact that the transgressors exchange their 
leavened bread with that of gentiles. Apparently, even one who 

performs transgressions does not intentionally forsake the permit- 
ted and eat forbidden food, where the permitted food is easily 

accessible. 


The Gemara asks: From where in the baraita can this be proven? 
Perhaps the baraita is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi 
Shimon, who says: Leavened bread that was not eradicated before 
Passover is prohibited after Passover by rabbinic law. And accord- 
ingly, when we are lenient it is with regard to prohibitions by 
rabbinic law, whereas with regard to prohibitions by Torah law, 
e.g., the prohibition ofan unslaughtered carcass, we are not lenient. 


The Gemara answers: And let the baraita be even in accordance 
with the opinion of Rabbi Shimon. Does the tanna teach: As I say 
that they exchanged their leavened bread for the leavened bread of 
a gentile, which would indicate that it is an assumption? He teaches: 
Due to the fact that they exchange, as a statement of fact, as they 
certainly exchange. And if in cases involving prohibitions by rab- 
binic law the transgressor does not intentionally forsake the per- 
mitted and eat forbidden food, then in prohibitions by Torah law 
is it not all the more so reasonable that he would not forsake the 
permitted in favor of the forbidden? 


Let us say that the following baraita supports the opinion of Rava: 
Everyone slaughters, and even a Samaritan, and even an uncir- 
cumcised man, and even a Jewish transgressor. The Gemara asks: 
This uncircumcised man, what are the circumstances? If we say 
that he is an uncircumcised man whose brothers died due to cir- 
cumcision" and the concern is that he might suffer a similar fate, 
clearly he may slaughter, as he is a full-fledged Jew and not a trans- 
gressor at all. Rather, it is obvious that he is a transgressor with 
regard to remaining uncircumcised, as he refuses to be circumcised, 
and the tanna holds that he may nevertheless slaughter an animal 
since a transgressor concerning one matter is not a transgressor 
concerning the entire Torah. 


Say the latter clause of the baraita: And even a Jewish transgressor. 
This transgressor, what are the circumstances? Ifhe is a transgres- 
sor concerning another matter" besides eating unslaughtered 
animal carcasses, that is identical to the case of a transgressor with 
regard to remaining uncircumcised." Rather, is it not that he is a 
transgressor concerning the same matter of eating unslaughtered 
carcasses, and the baraita is in accordance with the opinion of Rava, 
who said that one may even rely on the slaughter of a Jewish trans- 
gressor whose transgression is that he eats unslaughtered animal 
carcasses to satisfy his appetite, ab initio? 


NOTES 


A transgressor with regard to remaining uncircumcised — 
mb vaw: Rashi explains that the reference is to a transgres- 
sor who acts with insolence and rejects this mitzva. Nevertheless, 
he may slaughter ab initio, since his insolence is with regard to 
only one mitzva (see Horayot 11a and Gra). The Arukh likewise 
explains that he is a transgressor who denies the mitzva of circum- 


cision, or pulls his skin to obscure the fact that he is circumcised. 
By contrast, some commentaries hold that the halakhic status of 
one who insolently rejects even a mitzva other than slaughter 
is like that of a heretic, whose slaughter is not valid. According 
to this opinion, the Gemara here is referring to one who refuses 
to be circumcised due to the pain (Kesef Mishne; Hatam Sofer). 
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The Gemara rejects that proof: No, actually I will say to you: The 
slaughter of a transgressor concerning the same matter is not valid. 
What is the reason? It is that since he has become accustomed to 
performance of that transgression, it is like a permitted act for him, 
and the concern is that he is not at all careful to slaughter the animal 
properly. Rather, the transgressor mentioned in the baraita is a 
transgressor with regard to idol worship, and it is in accordance 
with the opinion of Rav Anan, as Rav Anan says that Shmuel says: 
With regard to a Jew who is a transgressor with regard to idol 
worship, it is permitted to eat from what he slaughters. 


§ The Gemara analyzes the matter itself: Rav Anan says that Shm- 
uel says: With regard to a Jew who is a transgressor with regard to 
idol worship, it is permitted to eat from what he slaughters, as we 
found with regard to Jehoshaphat,’ king of Judea, who partook 
of the feast prepared by Ahab, king of Israel, who was a transgressor 
with regard to idol worship, as it is stated: “And Ahab slaughtered 
sheep and cattle for him in abundance, and for the people that 
were with him, and incited him to go up with him to Ramoth 
Gilead” (11 Chronicles 18:2). 


The Gemara raises an objection: And perhaps Ahab slaughtered the 
animals, but Jehoshaphat did not eat the meat of those animals. The 
Gemara explains: It is written: “And incited him,” indicating that 
there was an element of persuasion that presumably involved food. 
The Gemara challenges this explanation: And perhaps Ahab incited 
him with his words. The Gemara answers: There is no incitement 
with words. 


The Gemara asks: And is there not incitement with words? But isn’t 
it written: “If your brother... entices you secretly, saying: Let us go 
and serve other gods” (Deuteronomy 13:7)? The Gemara answers: 
There too the incitement is with eating and with drinking. The 
Gemara asks: But isn’t it written that God said to Satan, who 
denounced Job: “And you incited Me against him, to destroy him 
gratuitously” (Job 2:3)? Clearly Satan did not incite God with food 
and drink. The Gemara answers: Incitement against the One on 
High is different, as the term is used metaphorically. By contrast, 
incitement with regard to people involves food and drink. 


The Gemara challenges: And perhaps Jehoshaphat drank at the feast 
but did not eat. The Gemara responds: What is different about 
drinking wine with Ahab that it would be permitted? It would be 
permitted because we say: A transgressor with regard to idol wor- 
ship is not considered a transgressor with regard to the entire 
Torah and therefore his wine is not forbidden. With regard to eating 
a transgressor’s food too, a transgressor with regard to idol wor- 
ship is not considered a transgressor with regard to the entire 
Torah. Therefore, the meat of an animal that he slaughters is not 


forbidden. 


The Gemara asks: How can these cases be compared?’ With regard 
to drinking, Ahab’s wine is considered ordinary wine of gentiles, 
and the ordinary wine of gentiles was not yet prohibited, as the 
Sages issued that decree only several generations later. Therefore, it 
was permitted for Jehoshaphat to drink Ahab’s wine. But with regard 
to eating, I will say to you: A transgressor with regard to idol 
worship is considered a transgressor with regard to the entire 
Torah. Therefore, it was prohibited for Jehoshaphat to eat the meat 
from the animals slaughtered by Ahab. 


The Gemara answers: If you wish, say: It is clear that Jehoshaphat 
ate at the feast, as it is not typical conduct of a king to drink wine 
without eating. And if you wish, say instead: “And Ahab slaugh- 
tered sheep and cattle for him in abundance, and for the people that 
were with him, and incited him,’ is written, indicating: With what 
did Ahab incite Jehoshaphat? It was with slaughter of an animal. 
Apparently, it is permitted to eat from an animal slaughtered by a 
transgressor with regard to idol worship. 


NOTES 


A transgressor with regard to idol worship — 
an anayd ‘yawn: According to Tosafot, a distinc- 
tion exists between a transgressor with regard to 
idol worship, whose slaughter is valid according to 
Rabbi Natan but invalid according to those who 
disagree with him, and a heretic. A transgressor 
with regard to idol worship is defined as one who 
worships idols because he became accustomed to 
doing so or because that was the local practice but 
who fulfills the other mitzvot. By contrast, a heretic 
is a priest for idolatry, or, according to Rashi (13a), 
a firm believer in idolatry whose thoughts when 
slaughtering are presumed to be entirely devoted 
to the idol. As is taught in a baraita on 13a, not 
only is his slaughter invalid and the animal that he 
slaughtered an unslaughtered carcass, but benefit 
from the carcass is also forbidden, similar to an 
animal slaughtered for idol worship. 


HALAKHA 


A transgressor with regard to idol worship — 
an aay) “yawn: The halakhic status of a trans- 
gressor with regard to idol worship, even if he 
worshipped only once, or of a transgressor with 
regard to desecrating Shabbat in public is that 
of a transgressor with regard to the entire Torah. 
Therefore, his slaughter is invalid, similar to that 
of a gentile. This ruling is in accordance with the 
conclusion of the Gemara (5a), and contrary to 
the opinion of Rav Anan (Rambam Sefer HaMadda, 
Hilkhot Avoda Zara 2:5; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 
2:5 and Shakh there). 


PERSONALITIES 

Jehoshaphat — pawn: Jehoshaphat, son of Asa, 
was the fourth king of Judea (see | Kings, chapter 
22). His first known act as monarch was to join 
forces with Ahab, king of Israel, with whom he was 
related by marriage, in an attempt to liberate the 
town of Ramoth Gilead from Aram. Whereas the 
Israelite king consulted false prophets before the 
war, Jehoshaphat requested that a prophet of God 
be sought to advise the leaders. Jehoshaphat was 
a righteous king who followed God and who made 
peace between the two kingdoms. He champi- 
oned Jewish education by sending teachers across 
the countryside to teach Torah (see 11 Chronicles 
17:7-9) and by establishing judges in every city (see 
Iı Chronicles 19:9-11). The prophet Elisha served as 
occasional advisor to Jehoshaphat. After a twenty- 
five-year reign, Jehoshaphat was succeeded by his 
son Jehoram. 


BACKGROUND 
How can these cases be compared — KAWT 37: 
The Gemara uses this expression to reject a pro- 
posed comparison between two cases: How can 
these cases be compared? There, in case A, there 
is one set of circumstances, whereas here, in case 
B, the circumstances are different. 
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The Gemara suggests: And perhaps Obadiah, who was the major- 
domo of Ahab’s household and a righteous man, slaughtered the 
animals. The Gemara rejects that suggestion: “In abundance” is 
written, and Obadiah would not have managed to slaughter all 
the animals himself. 


The Gemara suggests: And perhaps the seven thousand righteous 
people slaughtered the animals, as it is written: “And I will leave 
seven thousand in Israel, all the knees that have not bowed to 
Baal, and every mouth that has not kissed it” (1 Kings 19:18). The 
Gemara rejects that suggestion: They were hiding from Jezebel, 
Ahab’s wife, and would not have gone to the palace to slaughter 
animals for the feast. 


The Gemara suggests: And perhaps, although Ahab was an idolater, 
the men in the employ of Ahab were upstanding people, not 
idolaters, and they slaughtered the animals. The Gemara rejects 
that suggestion: That possibility should not enter your mind, as it 
is written: “If a ruler hearkens to matters of falsehood, all his 
servants are wicked” (Proverbs 29:12). 


The Gemara suggests: And perhaps the men in the employ of 
Jehoshaphat were also not upstanding, and the animals that the 
men in the employ of Ahab slaughtered, the men in the employ 
of Jehoshaphat ate, and the animals that Obadiah slaughtered, 
Jehoshaphat ate. 


The Gemara rejects that suggestion: That possibility should not 
enter your mind; from the fact that it is written: “If a ruler hear- 
kens to matters of falsehood, all his servants are wicked,” it may 
be inferred that if a ruler hearkens to matters of truth, all his 
servants are righteous. 


The Gemara suggests: And perhaps the animals that the men in 
the employ of Ahab slaughtered, Ahab and his men ate, and the 
animals that the men in the employ of Jehoshaphat slaughtered, 
Jehoshaphat and his men ate. 


The Gemara rejects that suggestion: Jehoshaphat would not have 
separated himself from Ahab to eat and drink by himself, as he 
relied on him completely. From where do we derive this? If we say 
that it is derived from that which is written that Jehoshaphat said 
to Ahab: “I am as you are, my people as your people” (1 Kings 
22:4), ie. lam equally reliable, this is difficult, as, if that is so, then 
when Jehoshaphat said at the conclusion of that verse: “My horses 
as your horses,” can this also be referring to reliability? Rather, 
Jehoshaphat’s intention was: That which will befall your horses 
will befall my horses; so too, that which will befall you and your 
people will befall me and my people. 
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Rather, it is derived that Jehoshaphat relied upon Ahab from 
here: “And the king of Israel and Jehoshaphat, king of Judea, 
sat each on his throne, arrayed in their robes, in a threshing 
floor, at the entrance of the gate of Samaria” (1 Kings 22:10). The 
Gemara asks: What is the meaning of the term threshing floor in 
this context? If we say that it was an actual threshing floor; is 
that to say that the gate of Samaria was a threshing floor? Typi- 
cally, the gate of a city was the place of assembly for the city’s 
judges and elders, not a threshing floor. Rather, they were sitting 
in a configuration like that ofa circular threshing floor, i.e., facing 
each other in a display of amity, as we learned in a mishna (San- 
hedrin 36b): A Sanhedrin was arranged in the same layout as half 
ofa circular threshing floor," so that the judges would see each 
other. This verse demonstrates that Jehoshaphat deliberated with 
Ahab and relied on his judgment. 


The Gemara suggests: Let us say that the verse written with regard 
to Elijah supports the opinion of Rav Anan. The verse states: 
“And the ravens [orevim] brought him bread and meat in the 
morning, and bread and meat in the evening” (1 Kings 17:6); 
and Rav Yehuda said that Rav said: They would bring the meat 
from the slaughterhouse of Ahab. Clearly, Elijah would not have 
eaten the meat if Ahab’s slaughter was not valid. The Gemara 
responds: Since he ate the meat according to the word of God, 
the case of Elijah is different, and no proof may be cited from 
there. 


The Gemara asks: What is the meaning of orevim in this context? 
Ravina said: They were actual ravens. Rav Adda bar Minyumi 
said to him: And perhaps they were two men whose names 
were Oreb? Isn’t it written: “And they slew Oreb at the Rock of 
Oreb, and Zeeb they slew at the winepress of Zeeb” (Judges 7:25), 
indicating that Oreb is a person’s name? Ravina said to him: Did 
the matter just so happen that the names of both of the people 
supplying Elijah with food were Oreb? The improbability of this 
occurrence indicates that they were actual ravens. 


The Gemara suggests: And perhaps they are called orevim after 
the name of their place of origin. Isn’t it written: “And the 
Arameans had gone out in bands, and had brought away captive 


out of the land of Israel a minor young woman [na‘ara ketana]” 


(u Kings 5:2)? And it is difficult for us to understand why the 
verse calls her a young woman and also calls her a minor, which 
are two different stages in a girl’s development. And Rabbi Pedat 
said: She was a minor girl who was from a place called Naaran.’ 
Perhaps in the case of Elijah they were two people from a place 
called Oreb. The Gemara rejects that suggestion: If so, Orebites 
[oreviyyim] should have been written in the verse. 


§ Let us say that the following baraita supports the opinion of 
Rav Anan, who says that it is permitted to eat from the slaughter 
of a Jew who is a transgressor with regard to idol worship: Every- 
one slaughters, and even a Samaritan, and even an uncircum- 
cised man, and even a Jewish transgressor. The Gemara analyzes 
the baraita: This uncircumcised man, what are the circum- 
stances? If we say that he is an uncircumcised man whose broth- 
ers died due to circumcision and the concern is that he might 
suffer a similar fate, clearly one may eat from what he slaughters, 
as he is a full-fledged Jew and not a transgressor at all. Rather, it 
is obvious that he is a transgressor with regard to remaining 
uncircumcised, as he refuses to be circumcised. 


Say the latter clause of the baraita: And even a Jewish transgres- 
sor. What are the circumstances? If he is a transgressor with 
regard to one matter, that is identical to the case of a transgres- 
sor with regard to remaining uncircumcised. Rather, is it not 
that he is a transgressor with regard to idol worship, and it is in 
accordance with the opinion of Rav Anan? 


HALAKHA 
A Sanhedrin was arranged in the same alah as half 


A Sanhedrin would convene in a bande so that the 
Nasi and his deputy would be able to see all the judges 
(Rambam Sefer Shofetim, Hilkhot Sanhedrin 1:3, and see 
Kesef Mishne there). 


P eae t J | 
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Depiction of the Sanhedrin in session 


BACKGROUND 


Naaran - jiya: This is a town in the Jordan Valley, 
approximately 5 km north of Jericho. The town consti- 
tutes the southeast border of the tribal land of Ephraim 
(see Joshua 16:7 and ı Chronicles 7:28). There was a Jew- 
ish community in Naaran over the course of numerous 
generations, and remnants of a magnificent synagogue 
that apparently dates to the sixth century CE have been 
discovered. 


Location of Naaran 
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HALAKHA 


Idol worship is a severe transgression - Aan 
MN ATay: The transgression of idolatry is more severe 
than any other, and anyone who grants it validity 
is considered like one who denies the entire Torah, 
all the prophets, and everything that the prophets 
commanded from Adam, the first man, until the end 
of days. Anyone who denies that idolatry is valid is 
considered like one who acknowledges the validity of 
the entire Torah, all the prophets, and everything that 
the prophets commanded from Adam, the first man, 
until the end of days. The prohibition against idolatry 
is the most fundamental of mitzvot (Rambam Sefer 
HaMadda, Hilkhot Avoda Zara 2:4). 


| distinguished among you and not among the 
nations - niaiKa xh) npn a23: A gentile may bring 
only a burnt offering. His offering is accepted even if 
he is known to be an idolater, based on the baraita 
cited here (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh 
HaKorbanot 3:2). 


To exclude the transgressor - tawan nx roximd: 
A Jew who is a transgressor with regard to idol wor- 
ship or with regard to desecrating Shabbat in public 
is considered a transgressor with regard to the entire 
Torah, and no offerings may be accepted from him. But 
if he was a transgressor for any of the other transgres- 
sions, his offerings are accepted, in order to encourage 
him to repent (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh 
HaKorbanot 3:4). 


LANGUAGE 
In public [befarhesya] - x57793: From the Greek 
Tappyoia, parrésia, whose original meaning is free 
speech. The Sages adapted the term to mean an action 
performed out in the open, visible to all. 
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The Gemara rejects that proof: No, actually I will say to you that a 
transgressor with regard to idol worship may not slaughter, as 
the Master said: Idol worship is a severe transgression," as with 
regard to anyone who denies it, it is as though he acknowledges 
his acceptance of the entire Torah. Conversely, with regard to one 
who accepts idolatry, it is as though he denies the entire Torah. 
Therefore, his halakhic status is that of a transgressor with regard to 
the entire Torah, and his slaughter is not valid. 


Rather, the transgressor in the latter clause of the baraita is a trans- 
gressor concerning the same matter" of eating unslaughtered 
carcasses, and it is in accordance with the opinion of Rava, who 
said that one may rely on the slaughter ofa transgressor with regard 
to eating unslaughtered animal carcasses to satisfy his appetite even 
ab initio. 


The Gemara raises an objection to the opinion of Rav Anan from 
that which is taught in a baraita with regard to the verse: “When 
any man of you brings an offering unto the Lord, from the animal” 
(Leviticus 1:2). The tanna infers: “Of you,” indicating: But not all 
of you. This serves to exclude the transgressor, from whom an 
offering is not accepted. The tanna continues: The term “of you” is 
also interpreted to mean that I distinguished among you and not 
among the nations." Therefore, a gentile may bring an offering even 
ifhe is an idol worshipper. The expression “from the animal” serves 
to include people who are similar to an animal in that they do not 
recognize God. From here, the Sages stated: One accepts offerings 
from Jewish transgressors so that they will consequently repent, 
except for the transgressor, one who pours wine as a libation to 
idolatry, and one who desecrates Shabbat in public [befarhesya].' 


This baraita itself is difficult. Initially, you said: “Of you,” indicat- 
ing: But not all of you. This serves to exclude the transgressor," 
from whom an offering is not accepted. And then the tanna teaches: 
One accepts offerings from Jewish transgressors. 


The Gemara answers: This is not difficult. The first clause states 
that an offering is not accepted from a transgressor with regard to 
the entire Torah." The middle clause states that one accepts an 
offering from a transgressor with regard to one matter. 


The Gemara challenges: Say the last clause: Except for the trans- 
gressor, and one who pours wine as a libation to idolatry, and one 

who desecrates Shabbat in public. With regard to this transgressor 
in the last clause, what are the circumstances? If the reference is to 

a transgressor with regard to the entire Torah, that is identical to 

the first clause: Of you, and not all of you, to exclude the transgres- 
sor. And if the reference is to a transgressor with regard to one 

matter, the middle clause is difficult, as it is stated there that one 

accepts an offering from a transgressor with regard to one matter. 


NOTES 


A transgressor concerning the same matter — inixd awn 
31: One does not say that since he is a transgressor with regard 
to a particular matter and grew accustomed to performing that 
transgression, he relates to it as completely permitted to the extent 
that he would not prefer an available option that is actually permit- 


ted (Rashi). 


A transgressor with regard to the entire Torah — bab TWN 
aya mini: The commentaries disagree with regard to the status 


of the slaughter of a transgressor with regard to the entire Torah. 
Some commentaries and most halakhic authorities understand 
that his halakhic status is that of a gentile and his slaughter is not 
valid, just like the act of slaughter of a transgressor with regard to 
the specific prohibition of eating unslaughtered carcasses, who 
is totally excluded from the category of slaughter (see Rosh 1:5). 
Others hold that if a righteous Jew supervises his slaughter and 
determines that it was performed properly, the slaughter is valid 
(Riaz; see Tiferet Ya'akov). 
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Rather, is it not that this is what the mishna is saying in the last 
clause: Except for the transgressor to pour wine as a libation to 

idolatry or to desecrate Shabbat in public?" Apparently, a trans- 
gressor with regard to idol worship is a transgressor with regard 

to the entire Torah, and this baraita is a refutation of the opinion 

of Rav Anan. The Gemara concludes: It is indeed a conclusive 

refutation. 


The Gemara asks: And is this halakha that one does not accept 
an offering from a transgressor derived from the verse cited 
here? It is derived from the verse written there with regard to a 
sin offering: 


NOTES 


The transgressor to pour wine as a libation to idolatry or to 
desecrate Shabbat in public - ninaw Yhn pn me qob tawan 
DTA: It is already apparent from the Torah that idolatry and 
Shabbat are equivalent to all other mitzvot (see Horayot 8a and 
Jerusalem Talmud, Nedarim 3:9). Just as one who worships idols 
denies the existence of God, so too, one who desecrates Shabbat 
denies the actions of God, Who created the world in six days and 
rested on the seventh day, which is the reason given in the Torah 
for the mitzva of Shabbat (see Rashi and Exodus 31:17). Likewise, 


Shabbat is the eternal sign of the covenant between the Jewish 
people and God, and one who fails to observe Shabbat is equiva- 
lent to a gentile (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 30:15). 
Nevertheless, this comparison between desecrating Shabbat and 
denying the covenant with God was restricted by the Sages to 
desecrating Shabbat in public, because one thereby displays defi- 
ance and casts off the yoke of Torah in general (see Firuvin 69a and 
Darkhei Moshe to Yoreh De‘a 2:3). 


Perek I 
Daf5 Amud b 


mane vp - "YS wn” 


yaw 31 own WIN DP a jyaw n 
IWI- DURITA TEN NI WR” 
ay ty inaw by p wag inya 

ANW by pap wan wre inven 


NNT I VIKI AYI NI PVN) 
omw iape adn bisxd saw 


TWD KDN 


“And if any one of the common people sins unwittingly...and 
he shall bring his offering” (Leviticus 4:27-28), from which it is 
inferred in a baraita: “Of the common people,’ indicating: But not 
all of the common people. This serves to exclude a transgressor,” 
from whom a sin offering is not accepted. 


Rabbi Shimon ben Yosei says in the name of Rabbi Shimon that 
the verse states: “And does unwittingly one of the things... that may 
not be done, and he becomes guilty, or if his sin that he sinned 
ecame known to him” (Leviticus 4:22-23). From the words 
“become known to him’ it is inferred: One who repents due to his 
awareness that he performed a transgression, as had he known that 
the action is prohibited he would not have performed it, brings an 
offering for his unwitting transgression in order to achieve atone- 
ment. But one who does not repent due to his awareness that he 
sinned, e.g., a transgressor who would have sinned even had he been 
aware that the act is prohibited, does not bring an offering for his 
unwitting action. 


And we say: What is the difference between their two opinions? 
And Rav Hamnuna said: The difference is in the case of a trans- 
gressor with regard to eating the forbidden fat’? of a domesticated 
animal and he brought an offering for unwittingly consuming 
blood is the difference between them. According to the first tanna 
he may not bring an offering, as he is a transgressor. According to 
Rabbi Shimon, since he repented for unwittingly consuming blood, 
due to his awareness that he sinned, he brings a sin offering for that 
unwitting sin. In any event, this baraita apparently contradicts the 
previously cited baraita with regard to the source for the halakha 
that one does not accept an offering from a transgressor. 


HALAKHA 


Of the common people, to exclude a transgressor, 
etc. -namawia v YIN OWN: With regard to a Jew 
who is a transgressor concerning one transgression, 
even if he does so to satisfy his own appetite, one 
does not accept an offering from him to atone for that 
transgression. Nevertheless, a transgressor with regard 
to one transgression who committed another trans- 
gression unwittingly, e.g., he habitually eats fat and 
then eats blood unwittingly, may bring a sin offering 
to atone for the unwitting sin, here consuming blood. 
This ruling is in accordance with the opinion of the first 
tanna according to Rava's explanation of the dispute 
(Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh Hakorbanot 3:4 
and Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot Shegagot 3:7). 


BACKGROUND 


Forbidden fat - abn: This refers to animal fat that is 
orbidden for consumption by Torah law, in contrast 
o permitted fat. Intentionally eating the forbidden 
at of kosher domesticated animals is punishable by 
karet (Leviticus 7:22-25), and a sin offering is brought 
or partaking of it unwittingly. It is permitted to eat all 
at of non-domesticated kosher animals and of kosher 
birds. One of the signs that differentiate forbidden fat 
rom permitted fat is that forbidden fat lies above the 
flesh and is not intertwined with it. Rather, it is sur- 
rounded by a thin membrane and can be easily peeled 
rom the flesh. Most of the forbidden fat of a sacrificial 
animal was burned on the altar. 
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BACKGROUND 

Sin offering — nxwn: If a Jew unwittingly commits 
a transgression whose intentional commission is 
punishable by karet, he is obligated to bring a sin 
offering. A sin offering brought by an individual 
consists of a female lamb or goat in its first year. It is 
slaughtered in the northern section of the Temple 
courtyard and its blood is received there and then 
sprinkled on each of the four corners of the altar. 
The fats of the sin offering are burned on the altar, 
and its flesh is eaten by the priests. Other sin offer- 
ings are brought as part of the purification rite at 
the conclusion of a period of ritual impurity, e.g., a 
woman after childbirth. In addition, there are other 
sin offerings brought to atone for the community, as 
well as special sin offerings brought by the leaders 
of the people to atone for transgression. 


Burnt offering - mip: A burnt offering, which is 
brought from male cattle, sheep, goats, or doves, 
is totally consumed on the altar. It is sacrificed to 
atone for the intentional non-fulfillment of a posi- 
tive mitzva and for immoral or idolatrous thoughts, 
as well as in certain situations where individuals are 
required to bring a burnt offering along with other 
offerings. Many of the communal offerings, e.g., the 
daily offerings and many of the additional offerings 
brought on Shabbat and Festivals, are burnt offer- 
ings. Individuals typically bring this offering as a 
gift offering. 

Burnt offerings are offerings of the most sacred 
order. They must be slaughtered in the northern 
portion of the Temple courtyard, and their blood is 
sprinkled twice, at the northeastern and southwest- 
ern corners of the altar, so that the blood will reach 
all four sides of the altar. Afterward, the animal’s 
hide is flayed and given to the priests, and its limbs 
are separated. The remainder of the blood is then 
poured out at the base of the altar, and the limbs 
are sacrificed on the altar. 


LANGUAGE 
Gift [doron] — jii: From the Greek S@pov, doron, 
meaning gift, especially one given as an expression 
of respect. 


NOTES 


Clever in terms of their intellect and comport 
themselves like an animal — pawn nyta pany 
727733 paxy: In the Midrash, the verse is interpreted 
to mean that they are drawn after God as an animal 
is drawn after its master (see Vayikra Rabba 27:1). 
Others explain that the phrase: Like an animal, 
in this context refers to a simple and complete 
acceptance of the Torah without question or doubt 
(Netivot Olam, Netiv HaTemimut 2). 
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The Gemara answers: One source teaches with regard to the sin 
offering’ of a transgressor that it is not accepted, and one source 
teaches with regard to the burnt offering’ of a transgressor that it is 
not accepted. And both sources are necessary, as, if the Torah had 
taught us this halakha only with regard to a sin offering, one might 
have thought that it is not accepted due to the fact that it is for atone- 
ment, and as a transgressor he is undeserving of atonement, but with 
regard to a burnt offering, which is merely a gift [dedoron],' say that 
one ought to accept it from him. And if the Torah had taught us this 
halakha only with regard to a burnt offering, one might have thought 
that it is not accepted due to the fact that it is not an obligation, but 
with regard to a sin offering, which is an obligation, say that one 
ought to accept it from him. Therefore, both sources are necessary. 


§ In the previous baraita the Sages derived from the phrase “from 
the animal” that people who are similar to an animal are included 
among those from whom offerings are accepted. The Gemara seeks 
to understand the meaning of the phrase: Similar to an animal, and 
asks: And everywhere that the word animal is written and inter- 
preted as referring to a person, does it indicate a deficiency? But isn’t 
it written: “Man and animal You preserve, Lord” (Psalms 36:7), 
and Rav Yehuda says that Rav says: These are people who are clever 
in terms of their intellect, like people, and despite their intelligence 
they comport themselves humbly and self-effacingly, like an 
animal." The Gemara answers: There it is written “man and animal.” 
Here, the word “animal” alone is written. 


The Gemara asks: And everywhere that the terms “man” and “ani- 
mal” are written together, does it indicate a virtue? But isn’t it 

written: “And I will sow the house of Israel and the house of Judah 

with the seed of man and with the seed of animal” (Jeremiah 31:26), 
and the Sages interpreted the phrase “seed of animal” as a reference 

to ignorant, inferior people. The Gemara answers: There, doesn’t the 

verse separate man and animal? The seed of man is discrete and the 

seed of animal is discrete. 


§ The Gemara revisits the matter of slaughter by a Samaritan and 
cites a mnemonic for the names of the Sages that follow: Nun, for 
Hanan; kuf, for Yaakov; lamed, for ben Levi; and peh, for bar Kappara. 


§ Rabbi Hanan says that Rabbi Ya’akov bar Idi says that Rabbi 
Yehoshua ben Levi says in the name of bar Kappara: The opinions 
of Rabban Gamliel and his court’ were counted with regard to the 
status of the slaughter of a Samaritan, and they prohibited it. Rabbi 
Zeira said to Rabbi Ya'akov bar Idi: Perhaps my teacher heard that 
halakha only in a case where a Jew is not standing over him. Rabbi 
Yaakov bar Idi said to Rabbi Zeira: This one of the Sages seems like 
one of the people who have not studied halakha. When a Jew is 
not standing over the Samaritan is it necessary to say that it is 
prohibited to eat from what he slaughters? 


Rabban Gamliel and his court - i31 mg Dyba 127: There were 
three men named Rabban Gamliel who filled the office of Nasi. 
The first was Rabban Gamliel the Elder, grandson of Hillel the Elder, 
who served as Nasi during the Second Temple era. The second was 
Rabban Gamliel of Yavne, a contemporary of Rabbi Eliezer and Rabbi 
Yehoshua. He assumed the position of Nasi after Rabban Yohanan 
e eldest son of Rabbi 


ben Zakkai. The third was Rabban Gamliel, 
Yehuda HaNasi. 


Ss 


Extensive information is cited throughout the Talmud and 
midrash about Rabban Gamliel of Yavne, while there is very little 
related about Rabban Gamliel, son of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi. In 
addition, aside from several statements in tractate Avot, very few 
of his statements appear in the Talmud. From the little related in 
his regard, it appears that he was primarily his father’s student and 
lower. He did not serve as Nasi for a long period. He had two sons: 


PERSONALITIES 


There is a dispute among the early commentaries as to which 
Rabban Gamliel the Gemara mentions here: Rabban Gamliel of 
Yavne or Rabban Gamliel, son of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi (see Rashi 
and Tosafot here and Ramban on 6a). There is a similar tradition of 
Rabbi Yehoshua ben Levi in the name of bar Kappara that Rabban 
Gamliel and his court voted about a certain matter (see Josefta, 
Shevi'it 11), and there too the commentaries disagree about which 
Rabban Gamliel is referenced (see Tosefta Kifshuta there). The fact 
hat Rabban Shimon ben Gamliel of Yavne holds that the halakhic 
status of a Samaritan is like that of a Jew (Jerusalem Talmud, Bera- 
khot 7:1), and his son Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi holds that the halakhic 
status of a Samaritan is like that of a gentile could indicate that the 
reference here is to the son of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi, and that he 
followed his father’s opinion. 


Rabbi Yehuda, who succeeded him as Nasi, and Hillel. 
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The Gemara asks: Did Rabbi Zeira accept that response from Rabbi 
Ya'akov bar Idi or did he not accept it from him? Come and hear 
a proof to resolve that dilemma from that which Rav Nahman bar 
Yitzhak says that Rabbi Asi says: I saw that Rabbi Yohanan ate 
from the slaughter of a Samaritan. And Rabbi Asi too ate from 
the slaughter of a Samaritan. And Rabbi Zeira wondered about 


it, whether perhaps they did not hear the halakha that it is prohib- 


ited to eat from the slaughter of a Samaritan but had they heard it 
they would have accepted it, or perhaps they heard the halakha 
but did not accept it. 


Rabbi Zeira then resolved the matter for himself. It stands to 
reason that they heard it and did not accept it. As, ifit enters your 
mind that they did not hear it, but that had they heard it they 
would have accepted it, how did the matter eventuate, leading 
these Sages to eat forbidden food? Now consider: If even through 
the animals of the righteous, the Holy One, Blessed be He, does 
not generate mishaps, then is it not all the more so true that the 
righteous themselves" would not experience mishaps? 


NOTES 


The righteous themselves — jay D7I¥: It appears that this 
statement in the Gemara means that God protects the righteous 
and does not allow them to sin unwittingly or due to forgetfulness. 
Nevertheless, Tosafot note that there are in fact many examples of 
Sages and righteous people who sinned in this manner. Therefore, 
some explain that the reference here is to sinning by unwittingly 
eating forbidden foods, as that is considered a greater shortcoming 
for a righteous person than performing another type of transgres- 
sion, either because it enters his body or because he derives enjoy- 
ment from it (see Eshel Avraham). Tosafot note that Rabbi Zeira said 
elsewhere that with regard to this matter there has been a decline 


in the generations, and in later generations even the righteous sin. 


Some explain that the examples where the righteous sinned were 
in cases where they bore responsibility for the matter and were 
not sufficiently careful. In those cases, God does not prevent them 
from sinning. Others explain that this principle does not apply with 
regard to issuing halakhic rulings, as that is the responsibility of 
the Sage (Yihusei Tanna‘im VaAmora’im). Others explain that the 
principle is: “For there is not a righteous man upon earth that does 
good, and sins not” (Ecclesiastes 7:20). By contrast, the intention 
here is that a righteous person does not sin in a case where it leads 
others to sin as well (Ramban on a, citing his teacher). 
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And if it enters your mind that Rabbi Zeira did not accept from 
Rabbi Ya'akov bar Idi that Rabban Gamliel prohibited eating from 
the slaughter ofa Samaritan even when a Jew was standing over him, 
let Rabbi Zeira resolve the matter for himselfin a different manner: 
Here, where Rabbi Yohanan ate from the slaughter ofa Samaritan," 
it was when a Jew was standing over him; there, where Rabban 
Gamliel prohibited eating from the slaughter of a Samaritan, it was 
when a Jew was not standing over him. Rather, must one not 
conclude from it that Rabbi Zeira accepted the response from 
Rabbi Ya’akov bar Idi. The Gemara affirms: Indeed, learn this 
from it. 


HALAKHA 

Slaughter by a Samaritan — mə nwm: The hal- 
akhic status of slaughter performed by a Samaritan 
is like that of slaughter performed by a gentile, i.e., 
the animal is an unslaughtered carcass. This is the 
result of a decree issued by the Sages, as related in 
the Gemara about Rabbi Ami and Rabbi Asi (Rambam 
Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Shear Avot HaTumot 2:10; Shulhan 
Arukh, Yoreh Dea 2:8). 
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PERSONALITIES 

Rabbi Shimon ben Elazar - wre ya piyiaw 3x: Rabbi 
Shimon ben Elazar was one of the Sages of the Mishna 
during the last generation of tanna‘im. Since he lived in 
the generation in which the Mishna was redacted, his 
statements appear only rarely in the Mishna, although 
they are cited in the Gemara. Among the little that is 
known about his life or his family is that Rabbi Shimon 
ben Elazar was a friend of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi, and 
several disputes between them appear in talmudic 
sources. He garnered most of his Torah knowledge from 
his teacher, Rabbi Meir, to whom he was devoted, and in 
whose name he cites many rulings. 


BACKGROUND 
The area of the Samaritans — *xm13 "a: The area where 
the Samaritans lived was located in Samaria, adjacent to 
Shechem. That area did not have defined political borders, 
and while at times it was small and densely populated, 
there were periods when it extended all the way to the 
coastal plain. 


Area of the Samaritans within Eretz Yisrael 


The image of a dove — mi m4: This is an allusion to 
the period after the bar Kokheva revolt was suppressed, 
when a pagan temple was established on Mount Gerizim. 
Although the majority of the Samaritans did not worship 
idols, a minority did. The image of a dove is one of the 
symbols of the goddess Aphrodite and was found in the 
various temples devoted to her throughout Eretz Yisrael. 
Later, due to pressure by foreign governments and 
due to the weakening of the domestic social order, most 
of the Samaritans assimilated into the dominant pagan 
culture. That explains the changing attitude of the Sages 
with regard to their halakhic status. 
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Q The Gemara asks: And what is the reason that the Sages, Rabban 
Gamliel and his court, issued a decree rendering it prohibited to 
eat from the slaughter of Samaritans? The Gemara answers: It is 
like that case involving Rabbi Shimon ben Elazar,’ in which 
Rabbi Meir dispatched him to bring wine from the area of the 
Samaritans.’ A certain elder’ found him and said to him: “And 
put a knife to your throat, if you are a man given to appetite” 
(Proverbs 23:2), as a warning to distance himself from them and not 
to drink their wine, because they were not reliable. Rabbi Shimon 
ben Elazar went and related those matters before Rabbi Meir, and 
Rabbi Meir issued a decree against them. 


What is the reason that the Samaritans are deemed unreliable? Rav 
Nahman bar Yitzhak said: At the peak of Mount Gerizim they 
found the image of a dove,® which the Samaritan residents of 
Mount Gerizim would worship; and Rabbi Meir issued the decree 
according to his line of reasoning that he takes the minority into 
consideration, and therefore, despite the fact that the majority of 
Samaritans did not live on Mount Gerizim, he issued a decree 
rendering meat slaughtered by the majority forbidden due to the 
minority that worshipped that idol. And Rabban Gamliel and his 
court also hold in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Meir. 


The Gemara asks: As to the plain meaning of that verse:" “And put 
a knife to your throat, if you are a man given to appetite,’ with 
regard to what matter is it written? The Gemara answers: It is 
written with regard to a student who is sitting before his teacher, 
as he must consider his words carefully. As Rabbi Hiyya teaches a 
baraita interpreting the verses: “When you sit to eat with a ruler, 
consider well [bin tavin] him that is before you; and put a knife 
to your throat, if you are a man given to appetite” (Proverbs 
23:1-2). 


The tanna explains the verse: Ifa student knows about his teacher 
that he knows to respond to him with a reasoned answer, seek 
wisdom [bin] from him. And if the student believes that the 
teacher is not capable of doing so, understand [tavin] who is sit- 
ting before you, and put a knife to your throat and refrain from 
embarrassing him with questions that he cannot answer. And if 
you are a man given to appetite and you seek an answer to your 
question, distance yourself from him. 


Rabbi Abbahu dispatched Rabbi Yitzhak ben Yosef to bring wine 
from the area of the Samaritans. A certain elder found him and 
said to him: The people here are not keepers of the Torah. Rabbi 
Yitzhak went and related the matters before Rabbi Abbahu, and 
Rabbi Abbahu went and related the matters before Rabbi Ami 
and Rabbi Asi, and they did not move from there until they 
rendered the Samaritans full-fledged gentiles. 


NOTES 


A certain elder - x39 yT: In several places throughout the 
Talmud, the term: A certain elder, is employed. See Tosafot, who 
cite an opinion that the reference here is to Elijah the prophet, 
although they note that this understanding is not appropriate 
in all cases. 


And put a knife to your throat if you are a man given to appe- 
tite [ba'al nefesh] - tims waa bya ox wba pap mawy: This is a 
parable that means it is preferable to place a knife to one’s throat 
than to drink the Samaritans’ wine if he is a virtuous man [ba'al 
nefesh], one with a soul wise enough to despise evil (Rashi). By 


contrast, the Arukh interprets ba'al nefesh as a gluttonous person 
who desires wine, and that is the clear understanding in the 
Jerusalem Talmud (Avoda Zara 5:4). 


The plain meaning of that verse, etc. — 13) KIPT AEWA: 
Ostensibly, the plain understanding of the verse is that one must 
be careful when speaking before a ruler, lest the ruler become 
angry at him. Nevertheless, since Proverbs is a book of parables 
about wisdom, the Gemara states that the straightforward 
understanding of the moral of the parable concerns a student 
sitting before his teacher (Maharsha). 
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The Gemara asks: For what matters did those Sages render them 
full-fledged gentiles? Ifit was to prohibit eating from their slaughter 
and to render their wine as wine used for a libation in idol worship, 
these prohibitions were issued previously. From there, from the 
generations of Rabbi Meir and Rabban Gamliel, the Sages issued 
a decree prohibiting them. The Gemara answers: They issued a 
decree, and the people did not accept" it from them. Rabbi Ami 
and Rabbi Asi came and issued a decree, and the people accepted 
it from them. 


The Gemara asks: What is the meaning of full-fledged gentiles? Rav 
Nahman bar Yitzhak said: It means that the halakhic status of a 
Samaritan is like that of a gentile with regard to renouncing his 
domain in a jointly-owned courtyard on Shabbat and to transferring 
his domain‘ in the courtyard to residents of that courtyard. 


And this is as it is taught in a baraita: With regard to a Jewish trans- 
gressor who nevertheless observes his Shabbat in the marketplace, 
i.e. in public, ifhe failed to establish a joining of houses in a courtyard 
before Shabbat, his halakhic status is that of an observant Jew, and 
he may renounce his domain’ in the courtyard and transfer his 
domain in the courtyard. But a transgressor who does not observe 
his Shabbat in the marketplace may neither renounce his domain 
in the courtyard nor transfer his domain in the courtyard. 


This is because the Sages said: Only a Jew may verbally transfer 
rights in his domain or renounce his rights in his domain, but with 
regard to a gentile, the other residents cannot establish a joining of 
courtyards unless the residents of the courtyard lease his domain 
from him." The halakhic status of one who publicly desecrates 
Shabbat is that of a gentile. 


How does a Jew transfer or renounce his domain?" If a Jew says to 
his neighbor: My domain is transferred to you or my domain is 
renounced to you, his neighbor has acquired his domain, and it is 
not necessary for him to grant it to his neighbor by means of one of 
the standard modes of acquisition. 


Q The Gemara revisits the statement that the righteous would not 
experience mishaps. Rabbi Zeira and Rav Asi happened to come 
to the inn of the town of Ya’ei.” In the inn, they brought before these 
Sages eggs that shriveled after being cooked in wine. Rabbi Zeira 
did not eat the eggs, and Rav Asi ate them. Rabbi Zeira said to Rav 
Asi: Andis the Master not concerned about the possibility that the 
dish is a mixture containing wine that is doubtfully tithed produce 
[demai]?® Rav Asi said to him: It did not enter my mind. 


NOTES 


They issued a decree and the people did not accept, etc. — 171% 
>) dap xd) ‘nz: Rashi explains that during the early generations 
the Jews were still intermingled and friendly with the Samaritans. 
Therefore, the Jews did not completely accept the decree to dis- 
tance themselves from the Samaritans. Later, in the generation of 
Rabbi Ami and Rabbi Asi, the Jews and the Samaritans were no 
longer connected and the decree was accepted. 

Alternatively, the Ramban explains that initially only a small 
minority of the Samaritans engaged in idol worship. The Jews did 
not accept the decree because the halakha is that one follows the 
majority and need not concern himself with the minority. Over 
time, the majority of the Samaritans were corrupted, and it was 
then that the decree was accepted. It is also the understanding in 
the Jerusalem Talmud (Avoda Zara 5:4) that the Samaritans were 
corrupted during the amoraic era (Tosefot HaRosh). 


May renounce his domain, etc. — 13) men dvan: By Torah law, it is 
prohibited to move an item on Shabbat only in the public domain. 
In a courtyard, even if it is shared by several individuals, moving the 


item is permitted. Nevertheless, the Sages prohibited moving items 
from the houses in the courtyard to the courtyard and from the 
courtyard to the houses, because the courtyard is similar to a public 
domain. But if the residents of the courtyard join together through 
jointly owned food placed in one of the houses, the courtyard and 
the houses within it are transformed into one domain. The Sages 
determined that if one resident of the courtyard does not contribute 
his part before Shabbat, he renders it prohibited for the rest of the 
residents to move items from their houses to the courtyard and 
back. There is recourse in that situation. If the person who did not 
contribute his part renounces his domain or transfers his domain 
to another resident, the joining of the courtyard is effective and 
the residents may move items freely to and from the houses. This 
renunciation or transfer may be accomplished even on Shabbat, 
as no act of acquisition is required. But if the person who did not 
contribute his part was a gentile, or a Jew who desecrates Shabbat, 
or someone who denies the validity of the joining of courtyards, 
one must purchase it from him with one of the legal modes of 
acquisition. 


e publisher 


HALAKHA 


To renouncing his domain and to transferring 
his domain - mw vo me Swab: With regard to 
renouncing one’s domain on Shabbat, the halakhic 
status of a Samaritan is that of a gentile. If a Jew 
lives with a Samaritan in one courtyard, the Jew can 
establish a joining of courtyards only after leasing 
his domain from him (Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 
385:2). 


Who renounces his domain — mw bean a2: Even 
a transgressor, one who desecrates Shabbat pri- 
vately, or a Sadducee can renounce his domain on 
Shabbat. Nevertheless, the halakhic status of one 
who desecrates Shabbat in public or of one who 
is a transgressor with regard to the entire Torah or 
with regard to idolatry is like that of a gentile, and 
a Jew can establish a joining of courtyards only 
after leasing his domain from him (Rambam Sefer 
Zemanim, Hilkhot Eiruvin 2:16; Shulhan Arukh, Orah 
Hayyim 385:3). 


How does a Jew transfer or renounce his domain - 
mw bwa “%3: If several people share a courtyard 
and one forgot to participate in the joining of the 
courtyards, he may renounce his domain by saying: 
My domain is renounced to you, or: My domain is 
transferred to you. He may do so even on Shabbat, 
and he need not transfer the domain with one of 
the standard modes of acquisition (Rambam Sefer 
Zemanim, Hilkhot Eiruvin 2:16; Shulhan Arukh, Orah 
Hayyim 380:1). 


BACKGROUND 
Ya’ei — x: Apparently a village in the Galilee, Ya'ei 
does not appear in any other sources. In the Arukh, 
it appears as Yeio. 


Demai — »137: This word refers to produce, or to 
food or drink made from produce, that was pur- 
chased from a person with regard to whom it is 
uncertain whether he tithed his produce. One 
theory about the literal meaning of the word is 
that it is a contraction of the Aramaic words: Da 
mai, meaning: What is this, because its nature is 
unknown. In the Second Temple period, the Sages 
decreed that produce purchased from one who 
is unreliable with regard to tithes [am ha‘aretz 
has uncertain status, even if the seller claims tha 
he tithed it. Therefore, the buyer must tithe the 
produce himself. Nevertheless, since a majority o 
those in the category of an am ha‘aretz do tithe, i 
is a mere suspicion that led the Sages to issue the 
decree. Therefore, certain leniencies were also pu 
into effect concerning it, e.g., poor people may ea 
it, and mixtures need not be tithed. 
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HALAKHA 

One who purchases wine - }” np: With regard 
to one who purchases wine to place into fish gravy 
or into aluntit, or one who purchases a legume to 
prepare grist from it, he must separate tithes, because 
it is demai. But if he bought fish gravy or grist he 
need not tithe it, because the Sages did not issue 
a decree on a mixture containing demai (Rambam 
Sefer Zera’im, Hilkhot Ma‘aser 13:18). 


One who gives his neighbor dough - imaw) ia 
my: In the case of one who gives his neighbor, who 
is unreliable with regard to tithes and Sabbatical Year 
produce, dough, spices, and leaven so that she will 
bake or cook for him, he need not be concerned that 
she exchanged the ingredients that he gave her for 
her own. But if he told her to add spices and leaven 
of her own, he must be concerned that ingredients 
in the dough that he receives were not tithed or that 
the food contains forbidden ingredients that grew 
during the Sabbatical Year. As long as the added 
ingredients flavor the dough, they are not nullified 
in the mixture and one must treat the entire dough 
as demai, in accordance with the baraita and the 
explanation of Rafram (Rambam Sefer Zera‘im, Hilkhot 
Ma‘aser 11:12, 13:18). 


LANGUAGE 
Fish gravy [morayes] — D»: The origin of this word 
is unknown. Some suggest that it is from the Greek 
aAuvpic, halmuris, or the Latin muries, both of which 
refer to a salty food. 


Aluntit - maby: Of unclear origin, this term prob- 


ably evolved from the Greek oivav®n, oinanthé, 
meaning ointment, often used in reference to a 
particular ointment prepared with wine. 
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Rabbi Zeira said to himself: Is it possible that the Sages issued a 
decree on a mixture containing demai and the matter eventuated 
that Rav Asi ate forbidden food? Now, since even with regard to 
the animals of the righteous, the Holy One, Blessed be He, does 
not generate mishaps through them, is it not all the more so true 
that the righteous themselves would not experience mishaps? 


Rabbi Zeira emerged, analyzed, and found that no mishap was 
generated through Rav Asi, as we learned in a baraita (Tosefta, 
Demai 1:24): In the case of one who purchases wine" to place into 
fish gravy [hamorayes]‘ or into aluntit,' a beverage in which wine 
is mixed, or one who purchases vetch to prepare grist’ from it, or 
lentils to prepare groats from it, if it is uncertain whether what he 
purchased is tithed, e.g., he bought it from one who is unreliable 
with regard to tithes [am ha‘aretz], one is obligated to tithe it, due 
to the fact that it is demai. And needless to say, if it is certain that 
what he purchased is not tithed, he is obligated to tithe it due to the 
fact that it is certain that it is untithed produce. 


And they themselves, the gravy, aluntit, grist, and groats that one 
purchased from an am haaretz, are permitted, because they are a 
mixture. Since only one element of the mixture must be tithed, the 
food is permitted. 


The Gemara asks: And is it so that the Sages did not issue a decree 
on a mixture containing demai? But isn’t it taught in a baraita: 
With regard to one who gives his neighbor, who is an am ha‘aretz, 
dough" to bake and gives her leaven for the dough to rise, or gives 
her a pot of food and the spices to cook in it, he need not be con- 
cerned about the leaven and the spices that are in the dough and 
the pot respectively, that perhaps she replaced them with her own, 
neither with regard to the possibility that they are Sabbatical Year” 
produce nor with regard to the possibility that tithe? was not 
separated. 


And if he says to her: Prepare the dough or the food for me with 
your own leaven and spices, he must be concerned about the 
leaven and the spices that are in the dough and the pot respectively, 
with regard to the possibility that they are Sabbatical Year produce 
and with regard to the possibility that tithe was not separated, even 
though it is a mixture containing demai. 


The Gemara answers: It is different there, as, since he said to her: 
Prepare the dough or the food for me from your own, it is like one 
who mixed it by direct action. Rafram said: Leaven and spices 
are different, as each of them is made for the purpose of adding 
taste to the mixture, and taste is not nullified in a mixture. 


BACKGROUND 


Grist — pyr: The terms mentioned in the Gemara, grist [tehinin] 
and groats [resisin], were either types of cakes or dishes prepared 
on the basis of different legumes, e.g., vetch and lentils, that were 


ground and mixed with honey and spices. 


The Sabbatical Year — maw: The Sabbatical Year is the seventh 
and final year of the Sabbatical cycle. The first Sabbatical cycle 
began after the conquest of Canaan by Joshua and the subsequent 
division of the land to the tribes. Although the mitzva of the Sab- 
batical Year is written in the Torah (see Leviticus 25:1-7 and Deuter- 
onomy 15:1-6), most authorities maintain that in present conditions 
the mitzva is not in effect by Torah law, and its observance today 
is by rabbinic law. During the Sabbatical Year, all agricultural land 


hat grows spontaneously from seeds during the Sabbatical Year, 
due to the concern that farmers will sow their fields and claim that 
he produce grew spontaneously. According to some authorities, 
his is a prohibition by Torah law. 


Tithe — awyn: The Torah designates for special treatment a por- 
ion of agricultural produce known as tithes. According to most 
opinions, by Torah law one is required to tithe only grain, wine, 
and olive oil. The Sages instituted that one must tithe any crop that 
he grows. There are three categories of tithes: First tithe, which is 
given to a Levite; second tithe, which is brought to Jerusalem and 
consumed there by its owner; and poor man's tithe, which is given 
o the poor. These tithes are separated from produce after it ripens 


in Eretz Yisrael must lie fallow, and it is prohibited to work the land, 
except for actions necessary to sustain existing crops. All produce 
that grows is ownerless and must be left unguarded in the fields, 
accessible to any creature, including wild animals and birds. As 
long as produce of a particular type remains in the fields, produce 
of that type may be eaten, but produce may not be bought and 
sold as in other years or used for purposes other than food. In 
addition, the Sages issued a decree rendering forbidden produce 


and is threshed, placed in a pile, and brought into the house. As 

ownerless produce is exempt from tithes, no tithes are taken dur- 
ing the Sabbatical Year, when all food growing from the ground is 

ownerless. Similarly, food eaten in the course of a casual, incidental 

meal before the obligation to tithe the produce takes effect at the 

conclusion of the processing of the grain need not be tithed. Most 
of the halakhot of tithes are discussed in tractate Ma‘asrot. 


This file may not be reproduced or distributed in any form without express permission from the publisher 


min yan Arwr xd rors 
Ina KY me WYN - inion 
yon Tn bow XIN’ ny) ab 
ont bobpnan nahn men 
ays ADT ON NYY KITTS 

Inna nyin ANS Mpa xn 


The Gemara asks: And are we not concerned about replacement 
of the ingredients that he gave his neighbor with her own? But didn’t 
we learn in a mishna (Demai 3:6): One who gives dough to his 
mother-in-law," who is suspect with regard to tithing, so that she 
will prepare it for him, must tithe everything that he gives her" and 
everything that he takes back from her. This is because she is sus- 
pected of replacing an ingredient that spoils. The Gemara answers: 
There, the reason is like it is taught explicitly in that mishna, that 
Rabbi Yehuda said: The mother-in-law desires her daughter’s well- 
being and wants to ensure that she eats quality food, and is reticent 
to tell her son-in-law that she replaced the ingredients that spoiled. 


HALAKHA 


One who gives to his mother-in-law, etc. - "11 inion mi: 
The Rambam rules that one who gives his mother-in-law, who 
is suspect with regard to tithes and Sabbatical Year produce, 
dough to bake or a pot of food to cook, need not suspect that 
she exchanged the ingredients for her own. This ruling is in accor- 
dance with the interpretation of the Jerusalem Talmud that the 
mishna cited here is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi 
Yehuda, but according to the Rabbis, even his mother-in-law is 


not suspected of exchanging the ingredients, and the halakha 
is in accordance with their opinion (Radbaz; Kesef Mishne). By 
contrast, the Shulhan Arukh rules that one must be concerned 
that his mother-in-law seeks to help her daughter without his 
knowledge and will exchange the ingredients that he gave her 
for higher-quality ingredients (Rambam Sefer Zera'im, Hilkhot 
Ma‘aser 11:12; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 119:3). 
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The Gemara asks: And in general, in a case not involving one’s 
mother-in-law, are we not concerned about the possibility of 
replacement? But didn’t we learn in a mishna (Demai 3:5): One who 
gives dough or a pot of food to his innkeeper [pundakit]" who is 
an am ha‘aretz to bake or cook, tithes what he gives her and tithes 
what he takes back from her, due to the fact that she is suspected 
of replacing the ingredients? The Gemara answers: There too, her 
intentions are good, as the innkeeper rationalizes her deception and 
says: Let the student of Torah eat my hot food and I will eat his 
cold food. 


The Gemara asks: And are we not concerned about replacement 
of the ingredients? But isn’t it taught in a baraita: The wife of a 
haver,’ one devoted to the meticulous observance of mitzvot, espe- 
cially the halakhot of ritual purity, teruma, and tithes,grinds grain 
with the wife of an am ha‘aretz when the wife of the haver is ritually 
impure’ with the impurity of a menstruating woman. In that case, 
there is no concern that she will eat her counterpart’s untithed pro- 
duce, as, since she is impure she will refrain from touching the grain 
so that she will not render it impure. But she may not do so when 
she is ritually pure, due to the concern that she will eat the untithed 
produce. 


When the wife of the haver is ritually impure — x7 paa 
map: The commentary is in accordance with Rashi, who 
explains that the reference is to the wife of a haver, who, with 
the wife of an am ha‘aretz, grinds the produce of an am haaretz. 
Tosafot raise several difficulties with this explanation, including 


NOTES 


wife of the am ha‘aretz owns a mill and leases it to others. If the 
wife of the am ha‘aretz is aware that she is impure, e.g., if she is 
menstruating, she knows that she must not touch the produce. 
By contrast, if she believes that she is ritually pure, the concern is 
hat she will touch the produce, despite the fact that the Sages 


the consideration that doing so involves abetting a sinner in the 
commission of a transgression. The Ra‘avad explains that the 
reference is to a case where the two women are located in the 
same house, each tending to her own produce, and the concern 
is with regard to ritual impurity. If the wife of the haver is already 
ritually impure, there is no need for concern that the wife of the 
am ha‘aretz might touch the produce of the wife of the haver, 
because the produce is already impure. But if the wife of the haver 
is ritually pure, then that is a concern (see Shita Mekubbetzet). 
Most commentaries (Rabbeinu Hananel; Rabbeinu Tam; 
Ramban) explain that the reference here is to the wife of an am 
haaretz who is assisting the wife of a haver to grind the produce 
of the haver. Rabbeinu Hananel explains that in this case, the 


deem an am ha‘aretz and his garments ritually impure. The com- 
mentaries add that this is the understanding of the baraita in the 
Jerusalem Talmud (Terumot 9:1). The difficulty with this explana- 
ion is the need to interpret the phrase: When she is ritually 
pure, as: When she believes she is ritually pure. Therefore, one 

of the early commentaries explains that the case is one where 
he wife of a haver is ritually impure and grinding the produce 
of a haver. When she is impure and is careful not to touch the 

produce, the wife of the am haaretz will also be careful not to 

ouch it. That is not the case when the wife of the haver is pure 

and touches the produce, as then, the wife of the am haaretz will 

also touch it and will render it impure (Shita Mekubbetzet, citing 

Rabbi Menahem of Joigny). 


NOTES 


Tithe everything that he gives her — jnia KITY nx Wy 
ato: Whether he gives her untithed produce or he gives her 
demai, he must be concerned lest his mother-in-law use 
his produce instead of her own, and a Torah scholar must 
be certain not to cause others to sin (Rashi; Rambam). In 
the Jerusalem Talmud, the reason he may not give her 
untithed produce is that a haver does not allow produce 
that is not ritually prepared to leave his possession. 


LANGUAGE 


Innkeeper [pundakit] - 17315: This word is related to 
the Greek xavSoxetov, pandokeion, meaning inn. 


HALAKHA 

One who gives to his innkeeper - mph pia: One 
who gives dough to bake or food to cook to an innkeeper 
who is suspect with regard to tithing, tithes what he 
gives her and tithes what he takes back from her. This is 
because there are times when the innkeeper exchanges 
the ingredients for higher-quality ingredients, as Rashi 
explains that she rationalizes the exchange due to her 
good intentions (Rambam Sefer Zera’im, Hilkhot Ma‘aser 
11:12; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De'a 119:3 and Shakh there). 


BACKGROUND 


Haver — 7am: The haver in this context is a member of 
a society of haverim, a group of people devoted to the 
meticulous observance of mitzvot, which was active 
during the mishnaic era and thereafter. The haverim 
committed, in a special ceremony, to observe the code 
of haverut, which included the meticulous observance 
of the halakhot of tithes and of ritual purity, halakhot 
that were treated more casually by the masses. Although 
Torah scholars were typically haverim, not every haver 
was a Torah scholar. Nevertheless, all were apparently 
meticulous in the observance of mitzvot and knowledge- 
able in practical halakha. 
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Now that there is suspicion that she steals is it necessary 
to say — soya tn mba San KAWT: It is permitted for 
one to give food to another who is suspected of eating 
forbidden foods, for the other to prepare or cook for him, 
and there is no concern that the other might exchange it. 
The same halakha applies even if he is suspected of selling 
forbidden foods (Shakh). This halakha holds true provided 
he is not suspected of robbery, but if he is suspected of 
robbery, he is certainly suspected of exchanging ingredi- 
ents (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Ma‘akhalot Assurot 
8:10; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De'a 119:3, 19). 


And Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi permitted all the produce of 
Beit She’an — Absa pew ma yx 937 YAM: According to the 
Rambam, Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi permitted the produce of 
Beit She’an with regard to not separating teruma and tithes. 
By contrast, the Ra’avad holds that Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi 
permitted only vegetables and fruits. The Kaftor VaFerah 
says that the custom there is to tithe grain, wine, and olive 
oil with a blessing, and vegetables and fruits without a 
blessing. According to virtually all authorities, only the 
produce of the ancient city of Beit She’an is permitted, 
but not that of the greater Beit She’an area (Rambam Sefer 
Zera‘im, Hilkhot Terumot 1:5). 


That he ate the leaf of a vegetable in Beit She'an —boxw 
ixw maa prow aby: From the Gemara on 7a, it is clear that 
the issue is one of teruma and tithes. According to the ver- 
sion in the Jerusalem Talmud (Demai 2:1), Rabbi Yehoshua 
ben Zeruz said: | saw Rabbi Meir take a vegetable from 
the garden during the Sabbatical Year and Rabbi Yehuda 
HaNasi permitted it all. According to that version, the issue 
is one of eating produce that grows from seeds during the 
Sabbatical Year. 

Rashi explains that the reason for the exemption from 
terumot and tithes is that Rabbi Meir holds that the halakhic 
status of Beit She’an is like that of land outside of Eretz Yis- 
rael, where vegetables and fruits are exempt from terumot 
and tithes. This stands in contrast to grain, wine, and olive 
oil, which one is obligated to tithe by Torah law in Eretz 
Yisrael, and about which the Sages instituted that one 
must tithe them even in areas proximate to Eretz Yisrael. 

Tosafot question this based on that which is stated 
elsewhere (Berakhot 36a), that the tithing of vegetables 
is practiced even outside of Eretz Yisrael. Rabbeinu Tam 
explains that one is obligated to tithe untithed produce 
even outside of Eretz Yisrael, but the case here involves 
demai, and the Sages did not obligate the tithing of demai 
outside of Eretz Yisrael. Nevertheless, Tosafot note that 
based on the Jerusalem Talmud (Demai 3:3), it is appar- 
ent that the case here involved untithed produce and not 
demai. Tosafot therefore explain that there were certain 
species permitted for consumption without tithing outside 
of Eretz Yisrael and certain species that were forbidden. 

Others explain that while outside of Eretz Yisrael, there 
is an obligation to tithe ab initio, it is not prohibited to eat 
the produce before tithing, and this is what Rabbi Yehuda 
HaNasi permitted in Beit She’an (Shita Mekubbetzet, citing 
Rabbeinu Peretz). The Rambam holds that Rabbi Yehuda 
HaNasi permitted all produce in Beit She’an, not only veg- 
etables (see Sefer Zera‘im, Hilkhot Terumot 1:5). 
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Rabbi Shimon ben Elazar says: Even when she is impure, the wife 
of the haver may not grind grain together with the wife of the am 
haaretz, due to the fact that her counterpart gives her grain and 
she eats it without touching the rest of the grain. 


The Gemara infers: Now that there is suspicion that the wife of the 
am ha retz steals from her husband’s grain and gives it to her coun- 
terparts, is it necessary to say" that she is suspect with regard to 
replacing ingredients? Rav Yosef said: There too there are special 
circumstances, as the wife of the am haaretz rationalizes her behav- 
ior and says metaphorically: The ox eats from its threshing, and 
believes that the wife of the haver is entitled to some of the grain 
that she is grinding. 


§ The Gemara resumes its discussion of the statement that the 
righteous would not experience mishaps. Rabbi Yehoshua ben 
Zeruz, son of the father-in-law of Rabbi Meir, testified before 
Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi about Rabbi Meir that he ate the leaf of a 
vegetable in Beit She’an™’ without tithing or separating teruma, as 
he holds that Beit She’an is not part of Eretz Yisrael and therefore is 
not sacred with its sanctity. And Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi permitted 
all the produce of Beit She’an" on the basis of his testimony. 


His brothers and his father’s household united against him and 
said to him: In a place where your fathers and the fathers of your 
fathers treated untithed produce as forbidden, will you treat it 
as permitted? 


Beit She’an — jx ma: Beit She’an is an ancient city in the Jordan 
Valley at the eastern entrance to the Jezreel Valley, east of Mount 
Gilboa. Beit She’an was located at an intersection of major roads, 
among them those originating on the coast and running east 
through the Jezreel Valley. The city was apparently a permanent 
base for an Egyptian garrison, and when the Jewish people 
entered the land, led by Joshua, the tribe of Manasseh was 
unable to conquer it. Although Beit She’an was a gentile city 
for many generations and was under Philistine rule for a period 
(see | Samuel 31:10), King David conquered it and added it to the 


kingdom of Israel (see | Kings 4:12). 


During the Second Temple period, Beit She’an was primarily 
a Hellenistic city. From the days of Alexander the Great of Mace- 
donia, it was called Scythopolis, and book of the Maccabees 
reports that Jews lived there during that period. Beit She’an 
was conquered in 107 BCE by the Hasmoneans, who expelled 
its gentile residents and annexed it to their kingdom. It became 
a gentile city again after being conquered by Pompey the Great 
in 63 BCE, and it became one of the Decapolis, the group of ten 
Roman cities on the bank of the Jordan River that had a degree 
of autonomy. During the Great Revolt in 66 CE, approximately 
13,000 Jewish residents of Beit She’an were slaughtered by their 
neighbors. Based on the Gemara here and other sources, Jews 
later returned to reside there throughout the mishnaic and 
talmudic eras, although there was still a gentile majority. 

Based on other sources, it seems that Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi 


J 
L 


KGROUND | 


Location of Beit She'an 


did not permit the consumption of produce without tithing or 
separating teruma in the entire Beit She'an Valley, but limited it 


to the city and its environs. The precise parameters of the area 
where this was permitted was revealed in an inscription on the 
remains of a talmudic-era synagogue adjacent to the biblical 
city of Rehob in the Beit She'an Valley, which stated: These are 
the places that are permitted around Beit She’an: On the south, 
which is the Campus Gate until the white, i.e., wheat, field; on 
the west, which is the Gate of the Press, until the end of the 
pavement; on the north, which is the Gate of Sukota, until Kefar 
Kamos and Kefar Karnos is like Beit She’an; and on the east, 
which is the Dung Gate, until the tomb of Penuktaya and the 
gate of Kefar Zimrin and the Meadow Gate. Before the gate it is 


allowed and beyond it, it is forbidden. 


Modern-day Beit She’an, viewed from the Gilboa mountain range 


This file may not be reproduced or distributed in any form without express permission from the publisher 


neg Nyaa OM MANDY’ M NPA TT? VTI 
Sete aa PI aT ODT Ty 2 Tw TYY 
KDY ND WON "UT b Kp b oepa 
be som aya xy pawim Ka wa ra 

ONDA DIPIT KDY nbiyaw ay Hay 


Perek | 
Daf7 Amuda 


ax ia wand vnia tb aad Dipa xb 
ja manb iag aman oip -3% 


psy Asbo aT ANY Dn MANY IND 
PON), AMIN PA PR sD ya Ais pron 
Amis prom PN a 


pena xy DIT- PP” WANT p< 
x ope D037 - "prea PX” TART INDI 
POT- PENY WONT NAT adiyh may 

bywa niptbnn 137, 2bA ram swe 


29 2 yaw IVI ya TPT AY pppn 
VIND IW? [SW MIT VYT JN? KDE M 
mee mwa WT KIY DOI NIT OKW 

PPRA Ms) YANN PI NRK ma 


DPY A PYON YINI PIOAK 
own TORY nja ahs a] OWN 
by DWI ODD TI view ya ahs 

baa biy Dwa x) Dwn 


Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi interpreted this verse to them: “And he 
broke in pieces the copper serpent that Moses had made; for 
until those days the children of Israel burned incense to it; and 
it was called Nehushtan” (11 Kings 18:4). Is it possible that they 
burned incense to it and Asa,’ a righteous king, came and did not 
eradicate it, and Jehoshaphat, a righteous king, came and did 
not eradicate it, and it remained until the time of Hezekiah? But 
didn’t Asa and Jehoshaphat eradicate all objects of idol worship 
in the world? 


Rather, it must be that in not eradicating the serpent, his ances- 
tors left Hezekiah room through which to achieve prominence 
[lehitgader].' I too can say that my ancestors left me room 
through which to achieve prominence by permitting untithed 
produce from Beit She’an. 


The Gemara adds: From here one learns with regard to a Torah 
scholar who states a new matter of halakha that one does not 
move [mezihin] him from his position; and some say: One does 
not disregard" [maznihin] him; and some say: One does not 
attribute his innovative statement to his conceit" [mazhihin]. 


The Gemara explains: With regard to the one who says mezihin, 
it is as that which is written: “And the breastplate shall not be 
loosed [yizah] from the ephod” (Exodus 28:28). And with 
regard to the one who says: One does not disregard [maznihin], 
it is as it is written: “For the Lord will not abandon [yizah] 
forever” (Lamentations 3:31). And with regard to the one who 
says mazhihin, it is as we learned in a baraita ( Tosefta, Sota 14:9): 
From the time that those with conceited [zehuhei] hearts pro- 
liferated, dispute proliferated among the Jewish people. 


Yehuda, son of Rabbi Shimon ben Pazi, objects to the basic 
halakha: And is there anyone who says that Beit She’an is not 
part of Eretz Yisrael? But isn’t it written: “And Manasseh did 
not drive out the inhabitants of Beth She’an and its towns, nor 
of Taanach and its towns” (Judges 1:27). 


The Gemara answers: That which Rabbi Shimon ben Elyakim 
says in the name of Rabbi Elazar ben Pedat, who says in the 
name of Rabbi Elazar ben Shammua, escaped the attention of 
Yehuda: Many cities were conquered by those who ascended 
from Egypt to Eretz Yisrael, led by Joshua, son of Nun, and were 
not conquered by those who ascended from Babylonia to Eretz 
Yisrael in the return to Zion led by Ezra. Among those cities was 
Beit She’an. 


Disregard — proma: Rashi explains this to mean: One does not detest 
and reject his statement. The Meiri understands this term in its literal 
sense: One does not say that he disregarded the path that was 


established by his teachers. 


NOTES 


Attribute to his conceit — proma: Rashi cites one explanation that 
this is an expression of conceit: One does not attribute to conceit 
the fact that he is introducing a matter that his teachers did not 
introduce. Rashi cites a second explanation that it is an expression 
of elevation: One does not lift him and remove him from the path 
that he has taken. 


PERSONALITIES 

Asa — DX: Asa, son of Abijam, was the third king 
of Judea (see | Kings 15:9-34), and was a righteous 
leader who followed the path of his ancestor 
David. He removed idolatry from the land and 
spurred a religious revival in the land (see 11 Chron- 
icles 151-19). Asa warred continually with Baasa, 
king of Israel. Asa reigned for forty-one years, and 
he was succeeded by his son Jehoshaphat. 


LANGUAGE 

To achieve prominence [lehitgader] - van: 
The root gimmel, dalet, reish is employed here to 
mean to achieve prominence [lehitgadel] or glory. 
Some explain that there is an interchange of the 
letters reish and lamed in Hebrew. Others explain 
that there is an Aramaic root, gimmel, nun, dalet, 
reish, with a similar meaning. 
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HALAKHA 


The initial consecration...and they left - Awitp 
DIMI... WK: The initial sanctification that was 
effected by the conquest of Joshua and those who 
ascended from Babylonia was nullified when the land 
was conquered with the destruction of the First Temple. 
Since it was effected by conquest, it sanctified for its 
time but did not sanctify for the future. When the 
exiles from Babylonia ascended and took possession 
of parts of the land, they sanctified them, and that 
second sanctification lasts forever. The exiles returning 
rom Babylonia had those places that were possessed 
by those who ascended from Egypt be liable in teruma 
and tithes, so that the poor would rely upon receiving 
sustenance from them during the Sabbatical Year. Of 
hose places not possessed by those returning from 
Babylonia, Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi exempted Beit She’an 
completely and exempted Ashkelon from the obliga- 
ion of tithes (Rambam Sefer Zera‘im, Hilkhot Terumot 
1:5). 


ANYU? MPTP ONIME IDP) 
"2 Dm ab ony mwa N 


DIDI ay hy pY 


OTT PLAT maa mh aK 
vars DINT NIT KAYI Ty VNA 
-KIT PY JAN YIK TAKA Y 


TH 


TATA MAT PAYS INY KOON 
NIT ma winpa pr apy by 
x pyy opty pp by mdpn wan 


aw ba 


x lime Dipan omy vey KTN 
apan ja shy ond onan wn 
DIN Twa bower mwa yyy MKT 
PDP MD] NTs ND PY WOK 


by 


The initial consecration...but did not sanctify forever — 
xb nyh mop 3.a mT: In contrast to the initial 
sanctification, the second sanctification effected by Ezra applied 
to the future as well. Therefore, in the heartland of Eretz Yisrael, 
land-based mitzvot were in effect even after the destruction 
of the Second Temple, during the period when Rabbi Yehuda 
HaNasi was Nasi. In fact, Rashi cites a biblical source for this 
matter. 

The Rambam writes that the initial sanctification that was 
effected by the conquest of Joshua was nullified when the land 
was conquered and the First Temple destroyed. By contrast, the 
sanctification effected by Ezra was not effected by conquest 
and consequently was not nullified by the conquest accompa- 
nying the destruction of the Second Temple. The return to Zion 
was undertaken with the permission of Cyrus, and the land was 
acquired by means of their taking possession of Eretz Yisrael 
(Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Beit HaBehira 6:16). 

Other commentaries hold that the second sanctification 
was nullified with the destruction of the Second Temple and 
the ensuing exile (Sefer HaTeruma). 


So that the poor would rely upon them during the Sabbati- 
cal Year — oyawa oy poy 319 ra: According to Rashi, 
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And Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi holds: The initial consecration with 
which Eretz Yisrael was sanctified during the era of Joshua, son of 
Nun, in terms of the obligation to fulfill land-based mitzvot, sancti- 
fied Eretz Yisrael for its time but did not sanctify it forever." Rather, 
the obligation lapsed with the exile to Babylonia. When those who 
ascended from Babylonia returned to Eretz Yisrael and sanctified 
the land, they left" certain places unsanctified, so that the poor 
would rely upon them for sustenance during the Sabbatical Year," 
when produce is not plentiful. Since these areas were not sanctified, 
it is permitted to sow crops there during the Sabbatical Year, and the 
poor will not go hungry. Once Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi discovered that 
Beit She’an was one of those cities, he exempted it from land-based 
mitzvot. 


Rabbi Yirmeya said to Rabbi Zeira: How did Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi 
rely on the testimony of Rabbi Yehoshua ben Zeruz to exempt from 
terumot and tithes produce that grows in Beit She’an? But wasn’t it 
merely a leaf that Rabbi Meir ate? It is permitted to eat untithed 
produce incidentally, not in the framework of a meal. Rabbi Zeira 
said to him: He ate the leaf from a bundle, and we learned in a 
mishna (Ma'asrot 1:5): With regard to a vegetable that is typically 
bound in a bundle, one is obligated to separate teruma and tithes 
from the moment that it is bound. From that point, one may not 
eat from it even incidentally before tithing. 


Rabbi Yirmeya said to Rabbi Zeira: And perhaps it was not on 
Rabbi Meir’s mind, and his attention was diverted when he ate the 
leaf. Rabbi Zeira answered: Now, since even with regard to the 
animals of the righteous, the Holy One, Blessed be He, does not 
generate mishaps through them, is it not all the more so true that 
the righteous themselves would not experience mishaps? 


Rabbi Yirmeya asked: And perhaps Rabbi Meir tithed those leaves 
from produce in another place. Rabbi Zeira answered: Haverim are 
not suspected of separating teruma from produce that is not proxi- 
mate" to the produce for which it is being separated. Rabbi Yirmeya 
asked: And perhaps Rabbi Meir set his sight on this side of the 
vegetable with the intent of separating teruma and tithes, and ate a 
leaf on the other side. Rabbi Zeira said to him: See who the great 
man is who is testifying about Rabbi Meir. Certainly a man of the 
stature of Rabbi Yehoshua ben Zeruz accurately observed and 
reported Rabbi Meir’s actions. 


the Sabbatical Year was not in effect at all in Beit She'an and 
it was permitted to plow and sow. Nevertheless, gleanings, 
forgotten sheaves, and produce in the corner of the field, which 
is given to the poor [pe'a], were in effect there by rabbinic law 
and the poor drew sustenance from that produce. In addition, 
one was obligated to separate teruma and tithes from grain, 
wine, and olive oil there, which is an obligation by Torah law 
within the boundaries of Eretz Yisrael established by those who 
ascended from Babylonia, but there was no obligation to do so 
from vegetables. 

By contrast, the Rambam rules in accordance with the 
explicit mishna (Shevi‘it 6:1) that it is prohibited to work the 
land during the Sabbatical Year in the areas conquered by those 
who ascended from Egypt, but it is permitted to consume the 
spontaneous growth. According to this opinion, the reference 
to poor people relying upon them is specifically to the sponta- 
neous growths in Beit She’an during the Sabbatical Year (Kaftor 
VaFerah). With regard to the obligation of tithes, the Rambam 
writes that Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi completely exempted Beit 
She’an. In his opinion, although fundamentally even in the areas 
conquered by those who ascended from Egypt there was an 
obligation to separate teruma and tithes by rabbinic law, there 
were places, e.g., Beit She’an, where the obligation to separate 


teruma and tithes was not in effect due to their distance from 
the heart of the Jewish settlement (Rashba). Some understood 
that although the original ordinance was instituted with regard 
to Beit She’an as well, Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi exempted Beit 
She’an completely, due to exigent circumstances (see Arukh 
HaShulhan HeAtid). 


From produce that is not proximate - p17 ja KW: This 
phrase refers to produce that is not in contact with or adja- 
cent to the produce that is being tithed. The reason one may 
not tithe from produce that is not proximate is that there is a 
concern that the produce he thought would serve as tithe was 
lost or eaten, in which case the produce that he sought to tithe 
would not be tithed. Likewise, there is concern that perhaps the 
members of his household will eat the produce designated as 
tithe (Rashi). Others explain that it is a Torah edict that one may 
separate teruma and tithe only from produce that is proximate 
(Tosefot HaRosh). 
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§ The Gemara asks: What is the reference to animals of the righ- 
teous, about whom it is stated that God does not generate mishaps 
through them? It is based on the incident where Rabbi Pinehas ben 
Ya’ir’ was going to engage in the redemption of captives,’ and he 
encountered the Ginai River.® 


He said to the river: Ginai, part your water for me and I will pass 
through you. The river said to him: You are going to perform 
the will of your Maker and I am going to perform the will of 
my Maker, to flow in my path. With regard to you, it is uncertain 
whether you will perform His will successfully, and it is uncertain 
whether you will not perform His will successfully. I will certainly 
perform His will successfully. Rabbi Pinehas ben Ya’ir said to the 
river: If you do not part, I will decree upon you that water will 
never flow through you. The river parted for him. 


‘There was a certain man who was carrying wheat for the prepara- 
tion of matza for Passover. Rabbi Pinehas ben Ya’ir said to the river: 
Part your waters for that person too, as he is engaged in the perfor- 
mance of a mitzva. The river parted for him. There was a certain 
Arab [taya’a]' who was accompanying them. Rabbi Pinehas 
ben Yair said to the river: Part your waters for that person too, 
so that he will not say: Is that what one does to a person who 
accompanies him? The river parted for him. 


Rav Yosef said: How great is this man, Rabbi Pinehas ben Ya’ir, 
greater than Moses and the six hundred thousand who left Egypt, 
as there, at the Red Sea, the waters parted one time, and here the 
waters parted three times. The Gemara asks: And perhaps here too, 
the waters parted one time, and the river began to flow again only 
after all three of them passed. Rather, this man was as great as Moses 
and the six hundred thousand children of Israel. 


After crossing the river, Rabbi Pinehas ben Ya’ir happened to come 
to a certain inn [ushpiza].' His hosts cast barley before his 
donkey for him to eat. The donkey did not eat it. 


Rabbi Pinehas ben Ya'ir - Y% 13 DM35 7: Rabbi Pinehas ben Ya'ir 
was a contemporary of Rabbi Shimon bar Yohai. Based on that 
which is related in tractate Shabbat (33b) he was the son-in-law of 
Rabbi Shimon bar Yohai; based on what is written in the Zohar he 
was his father-in-law. Rabbi Pinehas ben Ya'ir is considered excep- 


PERSONALITIES 


his capacity for performing miracles. Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi treated 
him with the utmost respect and admiration. Few of his Torah 
statements are known; prominent among them is his statement 
describing the path a person must take to ultimately achieve divine 
inspiration and merit witnessing the revival of the dead. 


tional among the tanna'im and was renowned for his piety and 
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The hosts sifted the barley with a utensil, but the donkey did not eat 
it. They separated the chaff from the barley by hand, but the donkey 
did not eat it. They wondered why the donkey would not eat the 
barley. Rabbi Pinehas ben Ya’ir said to his hosts: Perhaps the barley 
is not tithed. They tithed it and the donkey ate it. Rabbi Pinehas 
ben Ya’ir said: This poor animal is going to perform the will of its 
Maker, and you are feeding it untithed produce? Rabbi Zeira was 
referring to this donkey when he spoke of God preventing mishaps 
from occurring through animals of the righteous. 


The Gemara asks: And is one who purchases grain that is demai in 
order to feed his animal obligated to tithe it? But didn’t we learn 
in a mishna (Demai 1:3): One who purchases grain in the market 
for sowing" or for feeding an animal, or flour to process animal 
hides, or oil to kindle a lamp, or oil to smear on vessels is exempt 
from the obligation of tithing demai? 


BACKGROUND 
Redemption of captives — paw 119: The positive 
mitzva to redeem Jewish captives, which includes 
even Canaanite slaves, is a significant mitzva that 
takes precedence over all other mitzvot involving 
charity. The redemption of female captives takes 
priority over the redemption of men, and in fact, 
one clause in a marriage contract stipulates that a 
husband assumes responsibility to redeem his wife 
from captivity. The Sages ruled that one must not 
redeem prisoners for more than their value so as 
not to encourage the taking of Jewish prisoners 
for ransom. 


Ginai River — XY 3": Some suggest that this river 
is related to the Village Ginai, mentioned in the writ- 
ings of Josephus Flavius, which was located where 
he city of Jenin is located today, on the border of 
he Jezreel Valley and Samaria. In fact, the central 
course of the Kishon River flows past this point. 
Since this river bisects the central path between 
he Galilee and Judea via Samaria, it is feasible that 
Rabbi Pinehas ben Ya'ir took this path on his way to 
redeem captives. This is supported as well by the 
act that the Kishon River expands, and its water 
evel rises, when there is substantial rainfall, and as 
is evident from the Gemara, this incident took place 
just before Passover, which marks the conclusion 
of the rainy season. In the Jerusalem Talmud, it is 
related that he was on his way to the Sanhedrin, 
which was then located in the Galilee. 


LANGUAGE 


Arab [taya‘a] - xY»: From the name of the Arab 
tribe stb, 7a’, which apparently resided in the des- 
ert between Arabia and Babylonia. Arab nomadic 
tribes would visit different cities in Babylonia for the 
purpose of commerce. 


Inn [ushpiza] - xswi: Apparently from the 
Middle Persian aspinj, meaning hospital or inn. 


HALAKHA 


One who purchases grain for sowing, etc. - npiba 
>) yr: Grain or produce purchased for purposes 
other than human consumption are not included 
in the decree requiring the tithing of demai. This 
includes animal feed, grain purchased for sowing, 
flour purchased for use in processing animal hides 
or for medicinal purposes, oil purchased for kindling 
or to smear on vessels, and wine purchased as an 
eye balm. In all of those instances, if the am ha'aretz 
tells the buyer that he tithed the produce, the buyer 
need not tithe it (see Radbaz), based on the mishna, 
the baraita, and tractate Demai of the Jerusalem 
Talmud (Rambam Sefer Zera‘im, Hilkhot Ma‘aser 13:14 
and Mahari Kurkus there). 
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LANGUAGE 


Beamed [tzahavu] - 337%: The root tzadi, heh, beit 
appears in the Talmud with contrary meanings. 
One meaning is yellow or gold, in the sense of 
one's face shining with joy. It is also employed 
to mean argue, quarrel, or scold, as in the phrase 
Tzehuvim zeh lazeh, which means: They are quar- 
reling. The Aramaic translation of the phrase: “And 
her rival vexed her” (| Samuel 1:6), Umtzahava lei, is 
also related to this meaning. 


Rushing [mesarheivna] — KIJA: The root 
samekh, reish, heh, beit, which appears both in 
Syrian and Mandaic, and in the Babylonian Talmud 
as a Hebrew root, means to rush or to hurry, in the 
sense of to press or pressure. 


NOTES 

The Jewish people are holy — j7 wit? bew: 
Rashi explains that since all Jews are holy, it is 
herefore appropriate to benefit from their prop- 
erty. The Ramban explains that they are holy and 
it is appropriate to rely on them in ritual matters. 
The Maharsha offers a third explanation. Since 
Jews are holy, deriving benefit from them is like 
deriving benefit from consecrated items. Accord- 
ingly, partaking of a meal that is not sufficient for 
he host is tantamount to misuse of consecrated 
property. Some explain that holy in this context 
means cultured and polite. Even though the host 
does not have sufficient resources, or he has suf- 
ficient resources but does not want to host, he 
forces himself and invites guests (Tosafot; Shita 
Mekubbetzet, citing Rosh). 


BACKGROUND 


Do not destroy - mnwn 4a: This refers to the 
prohibition against destroying items of value. Its 
biblical source is Deuteronomy 20:19, which pro- 
hibits cutting down fruit trees when besieging a 
city. The Sages explained that the scope of this 
prohibition extends to the wanton destruction of 
any item of value. 
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The Gemara answers: There, it was stated with regard to that mishna 
that Rabbi Yohanan says: They taught this only in a case where 
one purchased those items initially for the animal or for the other 
purposes enumerated in the mishna, but if he purchased them 
initially for a person and reconsidered his plans for them and 
decided to use them for an animal, he is obligated to tithe the demai. 
And it is taught in a baraita in support of that understanding: In the 
case of one who purchases produce from the market for human 
consumption," and he reconsidered his plans for it and decided to 
use it for an animal, that person may neither place it before his 
animal nor before the animal of another unless he tithed the 
produce. 


Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi heard that Rabbi Pinehas ben Ya’ir arrived, 
and he emerged to greet him. Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi said to him: 
Is it your desire to dine with me? Rabbi Pinehas ben Ya’ir said to 
him: Yes. Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi’s face beamed [tzahavu],‘ as it was 
well known that Rabbi Pinehas ben Ya’ir did not accept invitations 
to dine with others. 


Rabbi Pinehas ben Ya’ir said to Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi: Are you 

under the impression that deriving benefit from the Jewish peo- 
ple is forbidden to me by vow? On the contrary, the Jewish people 

are holy." I avoid accepting invitations, as there is one who wants 

to invite guests to dine with him but he does not have the means, 
and I do not want to enjoy a meal that my host cannot afford. And 

there is one who has the means but does not want to host guests, 
and with regard to those people it is written: “Eat not the bread of 
him that has an evil eye, neither desire his delicacies. For as one 

that has reckoned within himself, so is he: Eat and drink, says he 

to you; but his heart is not with you” (Proverbs 23:6-7). But you 

want to invite guests to dine with you, and you have the means. 


But now I am rushing [mesarheivna],' as I am engaged in the 
performance of a matter involving a mitzva. When I come back I 
will enter to dine with you. 


When Rabbi Pinehas ben Yair came back, he happened to enter 
through that entrance in which white mules were standing. He 
said: The Angel of Death is in this person's house, and I will eat 
with him? White mules were known to be dangerous animals. 


Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi heard the comment of Rabbi Pinehas ben 
Ya’ir and emerged to greet him. He said to him: I will sell the 
mules. Rabbi Pinehas ben Ya’ir said to him: You will thereby violate 
the prohibition: “Nor place a stumbling block before the blind” 
(Leviticus 19:14), as it is prohibited for any Jew to keep a destructive 
animal in his possession. 


Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi said to him: I will declare the mules owner- 
less. Rabbi Pinehas ben Ya’ir said to him: You will thereby increase 

the damage, as there will be no owner to restrain it. Rabbi Yehuda 

HaNasi said to him: I will remove their hooves so that they will be 

unable to kick and cause damage. Rabbi Pinehas ben Yair said to 

him: There is the requirement to prevent suffering to animals," and 

you will be violating it. Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi said to him: I will kill 

them. Rabbi Pinehas ben Ya’ir said to him: There is the prohibition: 
Do not destroy’ items of value. 


HALAKHA 


One who purchases produce...for consumption — ...ni5 npiba 
TPNH: In the case of one who purchases produce for consumption, 
even if he later reconsiders and opts to use it as animal feed, he 
may feed it to his or another's animal or sell it to a gentile only after 
tithing it, in accordance with the baraita (Rambam Sefer Zera'im, 


Hilkhot Ma‘aser 13:15). 


Suffering to animals - on bya sy: Causing a living creature to 
suffer is prohibited by Torah law. One must make every effort to ease 
the pain of living creatures (Rambam Sefer Nezikin, Hilkhot Rotze'ah 
UShmirat HaNefesh 13:13; Shulhan Arukh, Hoshen Mishpat 272:9, and 
in the comment of Rema). 
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Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi was greatly imploring him to enter his 
home until a mountain rose between them and Rabbi Yehuda 
HaNasi could no longer speak with him. Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi 
wept and said: If during their lifetimes it is so that the righteous 
are great, after their death it is all the more so true. The Gemara 
comments: This is as Rabbi Hama bar Hanina says: The righteous 
are greater after their death, more so than during their lifetimes, 
as it is stated: “And it came to pass, as they were burying a man, 
that they spied a raiding party; and they cast the man into the 
tomb of Flisha; and as soon as the man touched" the bones of 
Elisha, he revived, and stood up on his feet” (11 Kings 13:21). 


Rav Pappa said to Abaye: This proof from the case of Elisha that 
the righteous are greater after death is not valid. And perhaps this 
transpired to fulfill with regard to Elisha the blessing of Elijah, as 
it is written: “Please, let a double portion of your spirit be upon 
me” (11 Kings 2:9). Elijah revived one dead person and this one is 
the second revived by Elisha. Abaye said to Rav Pappa: If so, is this 
consistent with that which is taught in a baraita: The dead person 
arose on his feet but he did not go to his home, indicating that he 
had not truly been revived? 


The Gemara asks: But if that is the case, in what manner was Elijah’s 
blessing fulfilled? It is as Rabbi Yohanan says: The blessing was 
fulfilled when he cured the leprosy of Naaman, since a leper is 
equivalent to a dead person, as it is stated with regard to Miriam 
when she was afflicted with leprosy: “Please, let her not be as one 
dead” (Numbers 12:12). 


Apropos white mules, which were likened to the Angel of Death, 
Rabbi Yehoshua ben Levi says: Why are the mules called yemim 
(see Genesis 36:24)? It is because their terror [eimatam] is cast 
over all creatures, as Rabbi Hanina’ says: In all my days, no 
man has asked me about a wound caused him by a white mule? 
and survived, indicating that they are extremely dangerous. The 
Gemara asks: But haven’t we seen that some people survive after 
being wounded by a white mule? The Gemara answers: Say instead, 
no man has asked me about a wound caused him by a mule and the 
wound healed. The Gemara asks: But haven’t we seen that such 
wounds heal? The Gemara answers: The wound that we say does 
not heal is one caused by a mule the top of whose legs are white. 


The Gemara relates other statements of Rabbi Hanina: With regard 
to the verse: “There is none else beside Him” (Deuteronomy 4:35), 
Rabbi Hanina says: And even sorcery is ineffective against the will 
of God. The Gemara relates: There was a certain woman who 
would try to take dust from beneath the feet of Rabbi Hanina 
in order to perform sorcery on him and harm him. Rabbi Hanina 
said to her: Take the dust, but the matter will be ineffective for 
you, as it is written: “There is none other beside Him.” The 
Gemara asks: But doesn’t Rabbi Yohanan say: Why is sorcery 
called keshafim? It is an acronym for makhhishin pamalya shel 
mala, meaning: That they diminish the heavenly entourage 
[pamalya],' indicating that they function contrary to the will of 
God. The Gemara answers: Rabbi Hanina is different, as, because 
his merit is great, sorcery has no effect on him. 


Rabbi Hanina - xan »37; Rabbi Hanina bar Hama lived in the 


PERSONALITIES 


even in his later years, he had many students, of several generations, 


transitional generation between the tannaitic and amoraic eras. including Rabbi Yehoshua ben Levi, who was his disciple-colleague, 


He was born in Babylonia but emigrated to Eretz Yisrael at a young 
age and became a disciple of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi. He also studied 
Torah with the most prominent students of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi, 


and Rabbi Yohanan, who was his student for many years. 
Rabbi Hanina was considered among the sharpest members 
of his generation and was renowned for his righteousness and his 


especially Rabbi Hiyya. Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi favored Rabbi Hanina piety. His aggadic and halakhic statements appear throughout the 


greatly and said about him: He is not a person, meaning that he is 
an angel. On his deathbed he appointed Rabbi Hanina to replace 


Babylonian Talmud and the Jerusalem Talmud. 
Rabbi Hanina resided in the city of Tzippori, where he engaged 


him as the head of the yeshiva, but Rabbi Hanina in his humility in the honey trade, from which he grew wealthy and established 


refused the appointment as long as his elder colleague, Rabbi Afes, 
was alive. Since Rabbi Hanina lived a long life and remained healthy 


a large study hall. It is possible that the amora Rabbi Hama bar 
Hanina was his son. 


NOTES 
The man touched, etc. — 151 wg ya: Rashi explains 
that this miracle proves that Elisha was greater in his 
death than during his life, as when he revived the son 
of the Shunammite woman he was forced to exert 
himself, and neither prayer nor dispatching an agent 
was effective. After his death, mere contact revived 
the dead. Josafot explain, based on the statement 
of Rabbi Hama bar Hanina (Sanhedrin 47a), that this 
miracle was designed to prevent the burial of the 
wicked person adjacent to Elisha, even though con- 
tact between the righteous and the wicked during 
their lifetimes causes no harm. 


BACKGROUND 

White mule - mab ms: As is clear from this con- 
text, the reference here is not to mules who happen 
to be white but to a special species of mule that is 
especially wild. It has been identified as the product 
of breeding a domestic donkey and an onager, a 
species of wild donkey. In recent generations, the 
onager has commonly been bred with donkeys. 


Onager 


LANGUAGE 
Entourage [pamalya] - wns: From the Latin 
familia, meaning household or an entourage of 
servants and attendants. It is a paraphrase of the 
biblical term tzeva hashamayim, meaning host of the 
heavens (see e.g., Deuteronomy 4:19). 
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NOTES 

It is of the Lord that a man’s goings are established and 
aman what does he understand of his way — "1y¥12 7172 
SDVT pa ma OTK) sid Vax: This is a combination of two 
verses: It is of the Lord that a man's goings are established; 

and He delighted in his way” (Psalms 37:23), and: “A man’s 
goings are of the Lord; how then can man look to his way?” 
(Proverbs 20:24). 


HALAKHA 


He did not benefit even from the meal of his father - xb 
PIK ATYA TIT: Righteous and pious people would not 
partake of a meal consisting of food that was not theirs 
(Rambam Sefer HaMadda, Hilkhot Deot 5:2). 


Perek | 
Daf8 Amuda 


BACKGROUND 


Knife - pao: 


Slaughtering knife 


LANGUAGE §=—W¥—W¥__—_—_ 
Heated...until it became white hot [/ibben] - ia: 
Although for halakhic purposes this stage is achieved 
once the metal turns red (see Rashi), when one continues 
heating the knife it becomes white hot. This is the reason 
that the term used is libben, which is related to the word 
for white [/avan]. 


Skewer [shappud] - aw: From the Greek oroðóç, spo- 
dos, literally, ashes, from which it developed the meaning 
of a metal rod used as a skewer for roasting meat or raking 
ashes. The meaning was extended to include a metal rod 
in general. 


NOTES 

Its sharp blade preceded the effect of its white heat - 
anv otip ann: The cut with the blade of the knife 
preceded the burn that it caused (Rashi). The Rashba 
explains, as does Rashi at the end of the discussion in 
the Gemara, that this means that because the edge of 
the blade is sharp and narrow, it does not maintain heat 
and is consequently not as hot as the rest of the knife. 
Therefore, it does not cause a burn that would render the 
animal a tereifa. 
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And Rabbi Hanina says: A person injures his finger below, on 
earth, only if they declare about him on high that he should be 
injured, as it is stated: It is of the Lord that a man’s goings are 
established; and a man, what does he understand of his way (see 
Psalms 37:23 and Proverbs 20:24). Rabbi Elazar says: The blood 
of a wound effects atonement like the blood of a burnt offering. 
Rava said: This is stated with regard to a wound on his right thumb, 
as one applies force with that thumb and the wound is consequently 
more severe; and it is also stated with regard to a second wound 
in the same place before the first has healed, and it is provided that 
he is wounded while going to perform a matter involving a mitzva. 


Apropos Rabbi Pinehas ben Ya’ir, the Gemara notes that they said 
about Rabbi Pinehas ben Ya’ir: In all his days he never broke 
bread and recited a blessing on a piece of bread that was not his, 
and from the day that he achieved cognition he did not benefit 
even from the meal of his father," because he eschewed benefit 
from everyone. 


§ Rabbi Zeira says that Shmuel says: If one heated a knife’ until 
it became white hot [libben]: and slaughtered" an animal with 
it, his slaughter is valid, as cutting the relevant simanim with the 
knife’s sharp blade preceded the effect of its white heat.’ Had the 
effect of the heat preceded the cutting, the animal would have been 
rendered a tereifa, an animal with a wound that will cause it to die 
within twelve months, before the slaughter was completed, by sear- 
ing the windpipe and the gullet. The Gemara asks: But aren’t there 
the sides of the knife, which burn the throat and render the animal 
a tereifa? The Gemara answers: The area of the slaughter in the 
throat parts immediately after the incision, and the tissue on either 
side of the incision is not seared by the white-hot blade. 


A dilemma was raised before the Sages: If one heated a skewer 
[shappud]' until it became white hot and struck a person with it, 
and after the wound healed a leprous mark developed, is that mark 
adjudged as a leprous boil or is it adjudged as a leprous burn? 


HALAKHA 


One heated a knife until it became white hot and slaugh- 
tered - pnw p20 12: There are different opinions with regard 
to the halakha in this case, and there are also different versions 
of the Rambam’s ruling. Some rule that if one heated a knife until 
it became white hot and slaughtered with it, his slaughter is not 
valid, contrary to the opinion of Rabbi Zeira. This ruling is in accor- 
dance with the Gemara (17a) where it is stated that there is no 
presumption that the throat separates during slaughter, and the 
concern is that the knife burned the sides of the simanim before 


the slaughter was completed. Others rule in accordance with the 
opinion of Rabbi Zeira that the slaughter is valid, as his statement 
is cited (17b) as a consensus ruling. The Rema adds that according 
to those who rule that the slaughter is valid, that is provided he 
knew the knife was white hot and he was careful to prevent the 
knife from touching the sides of the incision. Prominent later 
authorities agreed that the slaughter is not valid (Rambam Sefer 
Kedusha, Hilkhot Shehita 1:22; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De’a 9:1). 
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What is the practical difference whether it is adjudged a boil or a 
burn? The difference is for that which is taught in a baraita: Both 
a leprous boil and a leprous burn” become impure during one 
week" of quarantine with two symptoms: With white hair that 
grows in the leprous mark and with spreading of the leprous mark. 
And why did the verse divide them into two separate passages even 
though their halakhic status is the same? The verse divided them to 
say that they do not join together" to constitute the requisite mea- 
sure of impure leprous marks. Rather, there is impurity only if the 
boil or the burn constitutes that measure individually. 


And it is taught in a baraita: Which wound is a boil and which is a 
burn?" If one was struck with wood, with a stone, with pomace, 
with the hot springs of Tiberias, or with any item that is not heated 
by fire,’ a phrase that serves to include lead that was mined from its 
source® in the ground, which is occasionally hot enough to burn a 
person, this impression left on the skin is a boil. And which wound 
is a burn? If one was burned with a coal, with hot ashes, with 
boiling limestone,’ with boiling gypsum [ begippesit],'° or with any 
item that is heated by fire, a phrase that serves to include water 
heated by fire, this impression left on the skin is a burn. 


And it is taught in a baraita: If there is a boil and a burn on the same 
place on the skin and a leprous mark developed, the later wound 
determines the nature of the leprosy. Therefore, ifthe boil preceded 
the burn," the burn nullifies the boil and the mark is a leprous burn. 
And if the burn preceded the boil, the boil nullifies the burn and 
the mark is a leprous boil. 


And here, where the dilemma was raised whether the mark that 
develops from being struck with a hot skewer is a boil or a burn, 
what are the circumstances? It is a case where initially there was 
a boil half the size of a split bean? on the person's skin, and one 
heated a skewer until it became white hot and struck him with it, 
and another mark half the size of a split bean emerged on the 
skin there. 


NOTES 


Aleprous boil and a leprous burn — mai prg: The Torah devotes 
two separate passages to these categories. One discusses a leprous 
mark discovered in the place of a boil on the skin that healed (Leviti- 
cus 13:18-23) and the other a case of a burn in which a leprous mark 
is discovered (Leviticus 13:24-28). Rashi explains that a boil can also 
involve the burning of the skin, but whereas a burn is caused by fire, 
a boil results from another source of heat or from a blow. According 
to the Rambam, a boil refers to any disfigurement of the skin. 


A leprous boil and a leprous burn - M3101 pnw: If one had a wound 
on his skin that was caused by fire and the skin was peeled away 
due to the wound, the wound is considered a burn. If the skin was 
peeled away by a cause other than fire, it is considered a boil. If the 
boil or the burn began healing and a scab like the peel of garlic 
began forming over it, that is the scar of the boil or the flesh of 
the burn mentioned in the Torah. In such a case, the boil or burn 
causes ritual impurity either if there is white hair or if the wound 
grows, and there is a one-week quarantine period. How so? In the 
case of a leprous mark that was discovered on the scar of the boil or 
the flesh of the burn, if there is white hair, the priest declares one a 
confirmed leper. If there is no white hair, the priest quarantines him 
for one week. If white hair grows or if the mark spreads, he becomes 
a confirmed leper, and if the mark remains intact, he is declared 
ritually pure (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Tumat Tzara‘at 5:1, 4). 


They do not join together — pawsa py: Although a boil and 
a burn have identical halakhic status with regard to the various 


HALAKHA 


Become impure during one week - my s1awWa pawn: If one 
discovers an ordinary leprous mark on his skin, the priest examines 
the mark and quarantines the person for one week. If after one week 
has elapsed the leprous mark remains intact and does not grow, the 
priest quarantines him for an additional week. By contrast, in the 
case of a leprous boil and burn, if the mark remained intact after 
one week elapsed, the priest deems him ritually pure. In addition, 
whereas there are three characteristics of impurity for an ordinary 
leprous mark on one's skin, namely, white hair, growth, or raw flesh, 
in the case of leprous boils and burns there are only two, namely, 
white hair or growth. 


forms of leprous impurity, they do not join together to constitute 
the requisite measure of leprosy (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot 
Tumat Tzara‘at 5:5). 


Which wound is a boil and which is a burn — pY) pw mp 
man: In the case of one who has a wound that causes the skin to 
peel, if the wound was caused by fire, e.g., he was burned with a 
coal, ashes, white-hot metal, or the like, it is a burn. If the wound was 
not caused by fire, then whether he was struck with wood or with 
a stone, or whether the wound was due to an illness, e.g., scabies, 
scurvy, lichen, or other skin diseases, or a case of tuberculosis or 
malaria that consumes the skin, it is a boil (Rambam Sefer Tahara, 
Hilkhot Tumat Tzara‘at 5:1). 


If the boil preceded the burn — mond DTP pnw ors: Ifa boil 
became a burn, the burn nullifies the boil, while if a burn became 
a boil, the boil nullifies the burn (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot 
Tumat Tzara‘at 5:6). 


LANGUAGE 


Gypsum [gippesit] — mp3: From the Greek yw oc, 
gupsos, meaning chalk, gypsum, or plaster. 


BACKGROUND 

Not heated by fire - "XT Nana xa xb: Most of 
the matters listed here are marks on the skin gener- 
ated by heat that is not caused by fire, such as a 
mark caused by a blow, and a mark from the heat 
generated by the oxidation of pomace or by the 
hot springs of Tiberias. This is based on the assump- 
tion that boils [shehin] are related to heat, as in the 
Hebrew and Aramaic root shin, het, nun, meaning 
to be hot. A blow generates heat in the area of the 
wound both due to the increased blood flow to the 
area and at a later stage, along with redness and 
swelling, as a manifestation of infection. 


Lead that was mined from its source — #1912 32X: 
Lead mines, located deep underground, were always 
hot, and this fact was felt all the more acutely due 
to lead’s low melting point. Because of this, com- 
bined with the frequency of sulfides in the area and 
a certain degree of radioactive radiation often found 
adjacent to lead deposits, mining lead can cause 
a burn. 


Boiling limestone - nnii 1D: Powdered limestone, 
a compound containing calcium and oxygen, is pro- 
duced by burning limestone at an extremely high 
temperature. The burning causes the discharge of 
water and carbonic acid and ultimately results in the 
formation of masses that are ground into powder. If 
this powder comes in contact with water, it gen- 
erates a chemical reaction that produces extreme 
heat. In ancient times, this limestone was used in 
construction, in paint, and as a sealant, among other 
uses. 


Gypsum - mp3: Gypsum is a soft, white deposit, 
similar to limestone, consisting of calcium and sulfur, 
CaSO4-2H20. To make plaster, gypsum is heated until 
the water in it evaporates and it becomes powder. 
Adding water to the gypsum creates a dough that 
hardens quickly and which is used for gluing and 
building ornamentation. The reference here is to 
gypsum during the stage when it is heated. 


Split bean — pa: The Sages interpreted this mea- 
sure as referring to the area of a split Cilician bean, 
known today as the broad bean or fava bean. Beans 
were often split in two along their seams in prepa- 
ration for cooking. A split bean was a convenient 
measure for a small area, such as that of a mark ora 
stain, since the interior side was smooth and could 
be laid down flat on the skin or a piece of cloth. 
Among contemporary halakhic authorities, the area 
of a broad bean is held to be equal to that of a circle 
between 19 and 21mm in diameter. 


NATN pi: HULLIN: PEREKI:8A 39 


This file may not be reproduced or distributed in any form without express permission from the publisher 


NOTES 

Where he stabbed [mivraz] — 122 727: Accord- 
ing to the version of the Gemara printed here, which 
states: Which is the same as cutting with a sharp 
blade, this means that since the point of the skewer 
is sharp, its status is like that of a blade; therefore, the 
flesh burns later. By contrast, if one struck another 
with a skewer, that is like being struck with a staff. 
Rashi, whose version of the Gemara apparently did 
not include the phrase: Which is the same as cutting 
with a sharp blade, explains it in the opposite manner: 
n stabbing another, one does not strike him at all, and 
hat is the reason the wound's status is that of a burn. 
The Rambam explains that the term mivraz in the 
Gemara does not mean stabbing with the point of the 
skewer; rather, it means that one strikes the other with 
a skewer whose end is as thick as the spigot [berez] 
of a barrel (Kesef Mishne). When he strikes him, it is 
clear that the blow does not precede the burn. Based 
on that explanation, apparently, the question of the 
Gemara was with regard to a sharpened skewer and 
with the sharp edge of the skewer (see Torat Hayyim 
and Nahalat David). 


It is a destructive action - x17 ppn: Although 
the slaughter is a constructive action with regard to 
the animal in terms of permitting its consumption, 
it is nevertheless considered a destructive action 
because the value of a living animal is greater. This is 
because it can be utilized for several purposes, such 
as breeding, plowing, consumption, and shearing 
(Rashi). Tosafot, as well as Rabbeinu Tam in greater 
detail in Sefer HaYashar, question that statement 
based on the fact that slaughter is one of the pri- 
mary categories of labor for which one is liable on 
Shabbat, and one is liable only for the performance 
of constructive actions. Rabbeinu Tam explains that 
with regard to labor on Shabbat, the Torah prohibited 
planned, constructive labor. Therefore, provided that 
there is some constructive element in the action that 
he is performing, even if the destructive element is 
more significant, it is prohibited. By contrast, with 
regard to items from which benefit is forbidden, the 
guiding principle is benefit, and if the destructive ele- 
ment is greater than the constructive element, it does 
not constitute benefit. The Ra'avad explains that the 
nature of labor performed on Shabbat is determined 
in terms of the person performing the labor; slaughter 
is constructive in terms of the slaughterer, as in the 
absence of slaughter the animal would become an 
unslaughtered carcass. In cases of idolatry, by contrast, 
the nature of the action is determined based on the 
results of the slaughter, and in that sense slaughter is 
destructive, as the value of a living animal is greater 
(see Ramban). 


40 


HULLIN: PEREK I: 8A-.n AT'S PID 


Svan xban ome) DTD KVIN PNA 
ashy mom pre: a mm avant mb 
ome op KhaN Kaba ix ;pa yn 
pre a> mm sbanb a Span xpan 

ayy pT 


Syn Woy KPI WONT pow XA 
PY NDW - Aa pnw) pao wh 
xban Koby maah Dtp apon 

AY WIN DID 


Dwa pit) - 1a Da) Naw 129 -pow xn 
19] DN OP KPN NBS Wy MEN 
sTM wrt D mma 


PED MAK 12 731 VOX YOM) 31 WX 
71D) 712 pinvi- amv - ayata by 
-73 ‘vinw, am wa aa sinh 
- wana -innb soy ret php 

KT PAD 


- VOX DNIWAY DAYƏ :KI] WK 
PAM PT MVNA - UND JANN Naa 
wan 


eT MAW own A pidm 


The Gemara clarifies the dilemma: What is the halakha? Does the 
effect of the blow come first and then the effect of the heat comes 
and nullifies the effect of the blow, and it is a half-measure boil and 
a half-measure burn and they do not join together to constitute a 
full measure? Or perhaps the effect of the heat comes first and then 
the effect of the blow comes and nullifies the effect of the heat, and 
it is a half-measure boil and a half-measure boil and they join 
together. 


The Gemara suggests: Come and hear a resolution to the dilemma 

from that which Rabbi Zeira says that Shmuel says: If one heated 

a knife until it became white hot and slaughtered an animal with 

it, his slaughter is valid, as cutting the relevant simanim with the 

knife’s sharp blade preceded the effect of its white heat. Appar- 
ently, the effect of the blow comes first. The Gemara rejects that 
proof: Cutting with a sharp blade is different from striking with a 

blunt object, and only in the case of a blade does the cut precede 

the effect of the heat. 


The Gemara suggests: Come and hear a resolution to the dilemma 
from a baraita: If one heated a skewer until it became white hot 
and struck a person with it" and after the wound healed a leprous 
mark developed, that mark is adjudged as a leprous burn caused 
by fire. Apparently, the effect of the blow precedes the effect of the 
burn. The Gemara rejects that proof: There too, the reference is to 
a case where he stabbed" the skin with the skewer, which is the 
same as cutting with a sharp blade. 


§ Rav Nahman says that Rabba bar Avuh says: With regard to a 
knife used for idol worship," it is permitted to slaughter an animal 
with it, but it is prohibited to cut meat with it. It is permitted to 
slaughter an animal with it because slaughtering it is a destructive 
action" vis-a-vis the animal, which is worth more when it is alive. 
But it is prohibited to cut meat with it, because once the animal is 
slaughtered, cutting it is a constructive action that renders the meat 
manageable. 


Rava said: There are times when it is prohibited for one who 
slaughters an animal to use a knife used for idol worship, e.g., in the 
case of an animal that is in danger, meaning that it is about to die. 
If he does not slaughter the animal it would become an unslaugh- 
tered carcass and depreciate in value. And there are times when it 
is permitted for one who cuts meat to use a knife of idol worship, 
e.g., in the case of an animal whose thighs are intended to be sent 
as a gift to a person of stature. Cutting it into pieces would render 
it unfit for this purpose, thereby diminishing its value. 


The Gemara challenges: And derive that it is prohibited to use a 
knife used for idol worship, not because benefit from it is prohibited, 
but due to the residue of fat of forbidden carcasses on the knife. 


If one heated a skewer until it became white hot and struck a 
person with it - ia nam Naw 1D: In a case where one heated a 
skewer until it became white hot, and he struck a person with it 
and it left an imprint on the skin, if the skewer was thick, it is a burn. 
But if it was sharp, there is uncertainty whether it is a burn or a boil, 
as the dilemma in the Gemara remains unresolved (Rambam Sefer 


Tahara, Hilkhot Tumat Tzara‘at 5:2). 


A knife used for idol worship — munay bw po: It is permitted 
to use a knife that was used for idol worship to slaughter a healthy 


HALAKHA 


animal, because slaughtering the animal is a destructive action. 
If the animal were dying, its slaughter would be a constructive 
act and it would therefore be prohibited to slaughter the animal. 
Similarly, it is permitted to cut meat with the knife only if he does 
so in a destructive manner, in accordance with the opinions of Rav 
Nahman and Rava. If he slaughtered the animal or cut meat with 
the knife, he must cast into the Dead Sea the amount of money it 
would have cost to rent a knife (Rambam Sefer HaMadda, Hilkhot 
Avoda Zara 7:19; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De'a 10:1, 142:2 and Shakh 
there). 
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The Gemara rejects that possibility: Rav Nahman is referring to the case 
ofa new knife" on which there is no residue. 


The Gemara challenges: If it is a new knife, both according to Rabbi 
Yishmael and according to Rabbi Akiva, who disagreed about whether 
an idol is forbidden from the moment that one crafts it or from the 
moment that one worships it, a knife is merely in the category of acces- 
sories of idol worship,” and accessories of idol worship are forbid- 
den only after they are used for idol worship. The Gemara explains: 
If you wish, say that the reference is to a case where he cut a branch 
[ gevaza]' for idol worship with the knife, which leaves no residue. And 
if you wish, say instead that Rav Nahman is referring to the case of an 
old knife that he burned until it became white hot in the fire, and 
therefore, there is no residue on the knife. 


§ It was stated: With regard to one who slaughters an animal with 
the knife of gentiles,” Rav says: He peels off a layer of the flesh from 
the place on the animal where the knife touched the flesh and the for- 
bidden residue on the knife was absorbed. And Rabba bar bar Hana 
says: He rinses the place where the knife touched the flesh. The 
Gemara suggests: Let us say that they disagree about this, that one 
Sage, Rabba bar bar Hana, holds: The area of the slaughter on the 
throat is cold and does not absorb the forbidden residue, and therefore 
rinsing is sufficient. And one Sage, Rav, holds: The area of the 
slaughter on the throat is hot and therefore it absorbs the forbidden 
residue. 


The Gemara rejects that suggestion: No, it is possible that everyone 
holds that the area of the slaughter on the throat is hot. For the one 
who says that he peels off a layer, it works out well, and the one who 
says that he rinses the place where the knife touched the flesh holds 
that since the two organs that must be severed in ritual slaughter 
[simanim], i.e., the windpipe and the gullet, are occupied" with 
discharging blood, they do not absorb the residue. 


There are those who say that everyone holds that the area of the 
slaughter on the throat is cold. For the one who says that he rinses 
the place where the knife touched the flesh, it works out well, and the 
one who says that he peels off a layer holds that although that area is 
cold, due to the pressure of the knife" on the throat, the flesh absorbs 
the residue. 


§ With regard to a knife with which an animal that is a tereifa® was 
slaughtered," Rav Aha and Ravina disagree. One says: One purges 
itin hot water to remove the absorptions from the tereifa, and one says: 
One rinses it in cold water, and that is sufficient. And the halakha is: 
One may rinse it even in cold water. And if there is a tattered piece of 
a curtain with which to wipe the knife, one need not rinse it. 


Since the simanim...are occupied, etc. — 131312" * PIA: The Meiri 
explains that whereas as a rule, the simanim referenced in the context 
of slaughter are the windpipe and the gullet, here the reference is to 
the sides of the throat, which contains numerous blood vessels. Due 
to the profuse bleeding, it does not absorb residue at all. 


The pressure of the knife — %»307 xp: Tosafot and other early 
commentaries explain that the pressure of the knife alone is not 
sufficient to cause absorption. Rather, absorption occurs because of 
the combination of pressure and the heat of the throat area, as all 
agree that it is not considered completely cold. For this reason, the 
dispute is cited with regard to one who slaughters and not to one 
who merely cuts with the knife (Shita Mekubbetzet). 


A knife with which a tereifa was slaughtered — 79° pap: Rashi 
explains that the one who holds that the knife requires purging in 


NOTES 


hot water holds that the place of slaughter is hot and that due to 
the heat the knife absorbed the forbidden fat. By contrast, the one 
who holds that rinsing suffices holds that the place of slaughter 
is considered cold. Alternatively, the Rashba suggests that both 
opinions hold that the place of slaughter is considered cold, but the 
one who requires purging holds that the pressure of the knife causes 
the knife to absorb the forbidden fat. 

By contrast, with regard to a knife with which one slaughtered 
a kosher animal, rinsing is sufficient; there is no concern that any 
blood was absorbed, because unlike fat, blood is not absorbed by 
a knife (Rashi). Moreover, other commentaries hold that one may 
use a knife with blood on it from the slaughter of one animal to 
slaughter another animal, even without rinsing, because in any case 
there is a great deal of blood in the place of slaughter and because 
the simanim are occupied with discharging blood and do not absorb 
(Tosefot HaRosh; see Tosafot). 


HALAKHA 


To anew knife — Awana: In which circumstances 
did the Sages say that it is permitted to slaughter 
with a knife used for idol worship? Where no for- 
bidden matter was absorbed by the knife, e.g., a 
new knife, where it was used to cut wood, where 
one rendered it fit by heating it until it became 
white hot, or where one employed any means 
necessary to render it fit (Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh 
De'a 10:1, 142:2, and in the comment of Rema, and 
Gra there). 


Accessories of idol worship — 7% Tay wawa: 
Accessories of idol worship become forbidden 
only after they are used for idol worship (Rambam 
Sefer HaMadda, Hilkhot Avoda Zara 7:4; Shulhan 
Arukh, Yoreh De'a 139:1). 


One who slaughters with the knife of gen- 
tiles - Dià bw pba vniwi: The Rambam and 
the Shulhan Arukh rule that one who slaughters 
with a gentile’s knife that he did not render fit 
beforehand must rinse the place of slaughter, as 
the halakha is in accordance with the opinion 
of Rabba bar bar Hana, whose statement was 
cited last. In addition, he must rub the place of 
slaughter extensively with his hands (Beer Heitev). 
evertheless, peeling away a layer of the skin is 
praiseworthy, as the Rambam took Rav’s opinion 
into consideration because he was the greater 
Sage (Gra). Most early commentaries rule entirely 
in accordance with the opinion of Rav, that one 
must peel away a layer of skin, and the Rema rules 
that the halakha is that one must do so (Ram- 
bam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Ma‘akhalot Assurot 17:7; 
Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 10:1). 


A knife with which a tereifa was slaughtered — 
TDW pap: It is permitted to slaughter with a knife 
used to slaughter an animal that was a tereifa 
only after rinsing the knife, even in cold water, or 
wiping it with an abrasive material (Rambam Sefer 
Kedusha, Hilkhot Ma‘akhalot Assurot 17:8; Shulhan 
Arukh, Yoreh De'a 10:3). 


LANGUAGE 


Branch [gevaza] - xm: This word probably 
comes from Iranian languages, where it refers to 
a goad or prod, as in the Parthian word gawaz. In 
Babylonian Jewish Aramaic it can simply mean 
sticks, cut branches, or logs. 


BACKGROUND 


Tereifa — 19W: This term generally refers to an 
animal suffering from a condition that will cause 
it to die within twelve months. It is prohibited by 
Torah law to eat an animal that has been injured or 
is afflicted with a disease of this nature, although 
the actual source for this prohibition is a matter 
of dispute. Some authorities cite the verse: “You 
shall not eat any flesh that is torn of beasts in the 
field” (Exodus 22:30), while others suggest the 
verse: “You shall not eat of anything that died 
of itself” (Deuteronomy 14:21). According to the 
Minhat Hinnukh and others, both verses together 
serve as the source for the prohibition. 
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HALAKHA 


A knife with which he slaughtered an animal that is per- 
mitted should also require purging — a3 SYA: A knife 
that was used to slaughter a kosher animal may be used to 
slaughter another animal, even if the knife is covered with 
blood. Nevertheless, the custom today is to wipe the blood 
off the knife with the coat of the animal between each 
act of slaughter, in case one of them is discovered to be a 
tereifa, in accordance with the Gemara and the opinion o 
Tosafot (Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De'a 10:2-3). 


The slaughterer requires three knives — mew Pnv 
px: A knife that was used to cut forbidden fats may no 
be used to cut meat. If one used the knife to cut meat, 
it is sufficient, after the fact, to rub the meat vigorously 
(Rema). Therefore, a slaughterer requires three knives, one 
to slaughter the animal, one to cut the forbidden fats, and 
one to cut the meat, in accordance with the statement 
that Rav Yehuda said, citing Rav (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, 
Hilkhot Ma‘akhalot Assurot 7:17; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 
64:16, 19). 


Two vessels of water - 072 by os 1: One may not 
rinse meat in a vessel in which forbidden fats were rinsed. 
If he did so, it is sufficient, after the fact, to rub the meat 
vigorously (Rema). The slaughterer requires two vessels of 
water, one in which he rinses the fats and one in which 
he rinses the meat, in accordance with the statement that 
Rav Yehuda said, citing Rav (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hil- 
khot Ma‘akhalot Assurot 7:17-18; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 
64:16, 19). 


A person should not place, etc. - 15) wyK ano) xb: 
One may not place the flanks of an animal on the meat 
until the forbidden fat on the flanks has cooled, because 
it liquefies and is absorbed by the meat. If he did so, it 
is sufficient, after the fact, to rub the meat vigorously, in 
accordance with the statement of Ameimar in the name 
of Rav Pappa (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Maakhalot 
Assurot 7:19; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De'a 64:18-19, and in the 
comment of Rema). 


NOTES 


Flanks [kaflei] - Opa: These are the side walls of the ani- 
mal’s stomach, beginning below the ribs and back. Accord- 
ing to the Arukh the term for these walls is kaflei because 
they have multiple [kefulot] layers, as there are three layers 
of muscle and between them and alongside them are lay- 
ers of fat, some of which is forbidden by Torah law. These 
are delineated in the seventh chapter of this tractate. A vari- 
ant reading, cited by the geonim and apparently adopted 
by the Rambam, indicates that kaflei refers to the fat itself, 
which was used to cover the meat for aesthetic purposes 
(see Torat Hayyim on 8a). 


Flanks 
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And according to the one who says that one purges it in hot water, 
what is the reason that he must do so; is it due to the premise that 

the knife absorbed forbidden residue? That reasoning should not 
be limited to a case where he slaughtered a tereifa. A knife with 

which he slaughtered an animal that is permitted should also 

require purging," because it absorbed residue from the limb from 

a living animal before the slaughter was completed. The Gemara 

answers: When is there concern that the knife absorbed the resi- 
due? It is when the throat grows warm. When does it grow warm? 
It is at the point when the slaughter is complete. At that moment, 
it is already permitted. 


§ Rav Yehuda says that Rav says: The slaughterer requires three 
knives," one with which he slaughters the animal, and one with 
which he cuts meat, and one with which he cuts forbidden fats. 
One may not use the same knife for cutting the meat and the 
forbidden fats due to the residue on the knife after cutting the 
forbidden fats. 


The Gemara suggests: And let him designate one knife for cutting 
both the meat and forbidden fats and cut meat with it and then 
cut forbidden fats with it. In this manner the forbidden residue 
on the knife will not affect the meat. The Gemara explains: The 
Sages issued a rabbinic decree prohibiting the use of one knife to 
cut meat and then forbidden fats lest he also cut forbidden fats 
and cut meat thereafter. The Gemara challenges: Now too, after 
the decree mandating separate knives there is a concern that they 
will be confused for him and he will use the knife that cut the 
forbidden fats to cut the meat. The Gemara explains: Since the 
Sages required him to have two knives, he has a conspicuous 
marker on one of the knives that will prevent confusion. 


And Rav Yehuda says that Rav says: The slaughterer requires 
two vessels of water," one with which he rinses meat and one 
with which he rinses forbidden fats. The Gemara suggests: And 
let him designate one vessel and rinse meat with the water in the 
vessel and then rinse forbidden fats with the water in the same 
vessel. The Gemara explains: The Sages issued a rabbinic decree 
to prohibit doing so lest he rinse fats and rinse meat thereafter. 
The Gemara challenges: Now too, after the decree mandating 
separate vessels there is a concern that they will be confused for 
him and he will rinse meat in the vessel in which he rinsed fats. 
The Gemara answers: Since the Sages required him to have two 
vessels, he has a conspicuous marker on one of the vessels that 
will prevent confusion. 


Q Ameimar says in the name of Rav Pappa: A person should not 
place [lishof]"' the flanks" of an animal atop other meat so that 
the forbidden fats that are attached to the flanks are in contact with 
the other meat, due to the fact that the forbidden fat liquefies and 
flows and the meat absorbs it. 


The Gemara raises an objection: If so, and that is a concern, when 
the flanks are placed in their typical manner [teritzi] as well, with 
the forbidden fat above the meat of the flanks, the forbidden fat 
flows and the meat of the flanks absorbs it. The Gemara explains: 
The membrane between the forbidden fat and the meat of the 
flanks interposes from below and prevents absorption of the 
forbidden fat. The Gemara challenges: If so, 


Place [lishof] - qin: The Aramaic root samekh, het, peh has 
several meanings, among them, similar to its usage in Syrian 
and Mandaic, to place one item upon another. It also means to 
overturn an item and place it upside down. At times it means 
both, e.g., to place an overturned vessel upon another vessel. 
Some understand the verb here according to its meaning in 


LANGUAGE 
Placed in their typical manner [teritzi] — 1%: The Aramaic 
root tav, reish, tzadi has several meanings, primarily an item 
placed straight in its typical or appropriate manner. It can refer to 
a row of stones, to a person sitting in his place, or to conceptual 
organization of abstractions. An expansion of this term is used in 
reference to an explanation or resolution of a difficulty [teirutz]. 


Hebrew, and explain that in the case in the Gemara one pulled 
the flanks over another piece of meat (Arukh). 
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from above too there is a membrane that should prevent the for- 
bidden fat from flowing onto the piece of meat even if the forbidden 
fat is placed directly upon it. The Gemara explains: Since the hand 
of the slaughterer touches the upper membrane, that membrane 
disintegrates" and the forbidden fat flows onto the meat. 


§ And Rav Yehuda says that Rav says: A Torah scholar is required 
to learn the requisite skills to perform three matters: Writing," 
so that he will be able to write texts on various occasions, ritual 
slaughter, and circumcision. And Rav Hananya bar Shelamya 
says in the name of Rav: He must also learn to tie the knot of the 
phylacteries,"’ and to recite the blessing of the grooms by heart 
and with the traditional intonation, and to tie ritual fringes to the 
corners of a garment. The Gemara notes: And the other amora, 
Rav Yehuda, holds that those skills are commonplace" and do not 
require special training. 


§ And Rav Yehuda says that Shmuel says: With regard to any 
slaughterer who does not know the halakhot of ritual slaughter," 
it is prohibited to eat from his slaughter. And these are the hala- 
khot of ritual slaughter: Interrupting the slaughter, pressing the 
knife," concealing the knife under the windpipe or the gullet in 
the course of an inverted slaughter, diverting the knife from the 
place of slaughter, and ripping the simanim from their place before 


Torah scholar must 
ies, in accordance 
bar Shelamya in th 
Hilkhot Tefillin 3:13). 


ritual slaughter - 


slaughtered an an 


are the halakhot o 


pressing the knife, 
an inverted slaugh 
of slaughter, and ri 


versed in all the de 
he says: In circums 
a Sage. The Rema 
erer to ensure tha 
examining the kni 


before cutting them. Nevertheless, he need not be wel 


HALAKHA 


The knot of the phylacteries — pyan by wy: Every 
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meat of his slaughter. In addition, the status of the animal 
is close to that of a carcass for which it is uncertain if it was 
slaughtered properly, and one who eats an olive-bulk of 
its meat is liable to receive lashes for rebelliousness. These 
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completing the slaughter, in accordance with the opinion 
hat Rav Yehuda said in the name of Shmuel (Rambam 


cutting them. 


NOTES 


Since the hand of the slaughterer touches the upper mem- 
brane it disintegrates - NNN KNAbI KT KVRAWANT IIN: 

Some explain that the reference in the Gemara is not to the dis- 
integration of the membrane, but to the fat beneath it, as one o 
he qualities of fat is that it crumbles into masses, which causes 
he membrane to stretch and tear (Maor LeMasekhet Hullin). 


Writing - ans: Rashi explains that this means that one mus 
earn to sign his name, as his signature might be required for 
certain forms of testimony or for issuing rulings. Although every 
boy learned to read in order to study Torah, writing was no 
indispensable. Others explain that this means he must learn 
o write in a clear and concise manner when writing letters, or 
rulings, or responsa (Yam Shel Shlomo). Yet others explain tha 
he Torah scholar must learn to write official documents (Sefer 
Halttur, citing Rabbi Ya'akov). The Maharsha explains that one 
must learn the writing of a scribe so that he will be able to write 
his own phylacteries and mezuzot (see Rashash). 


The knot of the phylacteries - pon bw wp: The reference 
here is to the special knots formed by the straps of the phylac- 
eries in the shape of letters. The knot in the phylacteries of the 
head is in the shape of the letter dalet, and according to some 
customs in the shape of a final mem, which consists of two 
instances of the letter dalet. The knot tied to the box of the 
phylacteries of the arm is in the shape of the letter yod. Tying 
hose knots requires skill and training. 


Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Shehita 4:1; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh 
Dea 1:2, 23:1). 


Phylacteries of the arm, with knot in the shape of a yod 


Those are commonplace — jw 137: Rashi explains that tying 
the knot of the phylacteries, reciting the blessing of the grooms, 
and tying ritual fringes are commonplace skills, and every- 
one knows how to perform them. Therefore, there is no need 
for special instruction to a Torah scholar to learn to perform 
them, as presumably he knows how to do so. Although writing, 
slaughter, and circumcision are also commonplace, they are 
performed by professional scribes, slaughterers, and circumcis- 
ers, so the Sages do not need to be qualified to perform them 
(Ran). Others explain that the skills of tying the knot of the 
phylacteries, reciting the blessing of the grooms, and tying 
ritual fringes are known by many people, and a Torah scholar 
could easily marshal assistance (Ramban, citing Rashi). Some 
commentaries interpret the phrase: These are commonplace, 
to refer to writing, slaughter, and circumcision. Because they 
are commonplace, it is appropriate for a Torah scholar to learn 
to perform them. By contrast, tying one's phylacteries or ritual 
fringes is not an action that is performed regularly (Rabbeinu 
Tam, Sefer HaYashar; see Tosafot). 


Phylacteries of the head, with knot in the shape of a dalet 


The halakhot of ritual slaughter - mome isbn: The reference 
here is to those matters that invalidate the slaughter. According 
to the Sages, these five disqualifications are halakhot transmit- 
ted to Moses from Sinai. Nevertheless, there is an allusion to 
them in the Torah in the verse: “And hunt me venison [tzayid] 
(Genesis 27:3),’ in which the letter heh, representing the number 
five, is written at the end of the word tzayid but not pronounced 
(Ra’avya, section 1086). The early commentaries sought to find 
sources and rationales for each of the matters that invalidate 
slaughter (see Ra‘avan, section 109 and Ra‘avya, section 1086). 


Interrupting the slaughter, pressing the knife, etc. - nw 
"1 MDT: The general understanding of the first four disquali- 
fications is as follows: Interrupting the slaughter, cutting the 
simanim by pressing the knife rather than by drawing it back 
and forth over the neck, concealing the knife between the two 
simanim and cutting from there, and diverting the knife from 
the place of slaughter and cutting. With regard to the fifth 
factor, ripping [ikkur], commentaries differ as to its meaning. 
Rashi explains that this is a case where one cut the gullet in the 
standard manner of slaughter with a back-and-forth motion, 
but severed the windpipe not in the standard manner. Tosafot 
question that explanation, as that is not a detail in the halakhot 
of slaughter; rather, one did not perform the act of slaughter at 
all. Tosafot explain that ikkur is a case where one slaughtered 
with a notched knife, which is not slaughter but strangulation. 
Others explain that the reference is to ripping the simanim 
from their place before slaughter. In that case, even if he then 
them properly, it is considered as slaughter not performed 
in the proper location (Halakhot Gedolot). Alternatively, if the 
simanim are ripped prior to slaughter, it is no longer possible 
to slaughter the animal properly (see Ramban and Rashba). All 
of these disqualifications are explained in detail in the follow- 
ing chapter. 
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The Gemara asks: What is the novelty in what Rav is teaching us? 
We learned all of them in the mishnayot in the second chapter of this 
tractate, and therefore it is obvious that a slaughterer who does not 
know these halakhot is not qualified. The Gemara answers: No, it is 
necessary in a case where the slaughterer slaughtered before us" twice 
or three times and slaughtered well. Lest you say: From the fact that 
he slaughtered the other animals well, this animal he also slaughtered 
well; therefore, Rav teaches us: Since he did not learn the halakhot, 
sometimes it happens that he interrupts the slaughter or presses the 
knife, and he does not know that he invalidated the slaughter. 


§ And Rav Yehuda says that Shmuel says: The slaughterer must 
examine the simanim," the windpipe and the gullet, after completing 
the slaughter. Rav Yosef said: We learn in a mishna (32a) as well: 
Rabbi Shimon says: The slaughter is not valid if he interrupted the 
slaughter for an interval equivalent to the duration of an examination. 
What, is it not an interval equivalent to the duration of an examination 
of the simanim? Apparently, one is obligated to examine the simanim. 


Abaye said to him: No, this is what Rabbi Yohanan says: It is an inter- 
val equivalent to the duration of an examination of the knife, as the 
Sages instituted that one must take the knife to be examined by a Torah 
scholar prior to slaughtering the animal. Rav Yosef said to him: If so, 
you have rendered your statement subject to circumstances, as some- 
times the Torah scholar is near and sometimes the Torah scholar is far, 
and the time required for examination varies accordingly. Rather, it is 
an interval equivalent to the duration ofan examination performed by 
a slaughterer who is a Torah scholar. In that case, the travel time is not 
factored, just the time of the examination, which does not vary. 


The Gemara asks: If the slaughterer did not examine the simanim after 
completing slaughter of the animal, what is the halakha? Rabbi Eliezer 
ben Antigonus says in the name of Rabbi Elazar, son of Rabbi Yannai: 
The halakhic status of the slaughtered animal is that of a tereifa, and it 
is forbidden for consumption, but it does not impart impurity. It was 
taught in a baraita: Its halakhic status is that of an unslaughtered 
carcass, and it imparts impurity by means of carrying it. 


The Gemara asks: With regard to what principle do they disagree? The 
Gemara answers: They disagree with regard to the application of the 
halakha stated by Rav Huna, who says: An animal during its lifetime" 
exists with the presumptive status of prohibition, as it is prohibited 
to eat a living animal, and it continues to have this status even after its 
death until it will become known to you in what manner it was slaugh- 
tered, i.e., whether it was properly slaughtered. Once the animal was 
slaughtered, it exists with the presumptive status of permissibility" 
until it will become known to you in what manner it was rendered 
a tereifa. 


HALAKHA 


Where the slaughterer slaughtered before us — 3229 pnw: The 
slaughter of one who is not well versed in the halakhot of slaughter is 
invalid, even if he slaughtered before the Sages several times and they 
saw that he slaughtered properly. Even if they asked him: Did you do 
this and that, and based on his answer it is clear that he slaughtered 
properly, one may not rely on him. This is the halakha even if he said: 
| am certain, based on your questions, that | slaughtered properly 
(Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Shehita 4:2; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De'a 
1:3, and see Shakh there). 


The slaughterer must examine the simanim, etc. - PA% Nava 
131 DIBA pitw: The slaughterer must ascertain whether a major- 
ity of both simanim were cut, either while performing the slaughter 
or by examining the simanim after completing the slaughter. Some 
say that he must also determine that he did not divert the knife from 
the place of slaughter (Rosh). If he did not examine the simanim and 
the entire head was severed, the animal is forbidden. According to the 
Rambam, in that case, the animal is an unslaughtered carcass, as he 
rules stringently in accordance with the unattributed baraita, which 
he also feels is more logical (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Shehita 
4:12 and Kesef Mishne there; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh Dea 25:1). 


An animal during its lifetime, etc. - 13) "Ma maga: An animal 
during its lifetime exists with the presumptive status of prohibition, 
until it becomes known in what manner it was slaughtered properly, 
in accordance with the opinion of Rav Huna (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, 
Hilkhot Shehita 1:13; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh Dea 25:3, and in the com- 
ment of Rema). 


Once the animal was slaughtered it exists with the presumptive 
status of permissibility, etc. — 13) AY] NpIna KT IT myw: There 
isno need to examine an animal or bird that was slaughtered properly 
to determine whether it is a tereifa, as most living beings are healthy, 
and they have the presumptive status of being permitted until there is 
a development that raises concern. Even then, only that development 
need be examined, based on the statement of Rav Huna. Nevertheless, 
the Sages required examination of the lungs to determine whether 
there is an adhesion. The authorities write that the same halakha 
applies with regard to any limb if there is a significant minority of 
those limbs afflicted with a condition that renders the animal a tereifa 
(Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Shehita 11:3, 13; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh 
Dea 39:1; see Darkhei Teshuva). 
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It is with regard to the application of this halakha that Rabbi Elazar, 
son of Rabbi Yannai, and the tanna of the baraita disagree in a case 

where the slaughterer did not examine the simanim after completing 

the slaughter. One Sage holds: Since it has not been verified that the 

animal was slaughtered properly, the animal exists with the pre- 
sumptive status of prohibition, and since nowit is dead, it assumes 

the status of an unslaughtered carcass and imparts impurity. And 

one Sage holds: With regard to the presumptive status of prohibi- 
tion, we say that the animal is forbidden until it is verified that it was 

slaughtered properly; with regard to the presumptive status of 
ritual impurity we do not say that the animal is impure, as a living 
animal is not ritually impure. 


§ The Gemara proceeds to analyze the matter itself. Rav Huna 
says: An animal during its lifetime exists with the presumptive 
status of prohibition until it will become known to you in what 
manner it was slaughtered. Once the animal was slaughtered, it 
exists with the presumptive status of permissibility until it will 
become known to you in what manner it was rendered a tereifa. 
The Gemara challenges this: And let us say that once the animal was 
slaughtered, it became permitted, instead of saying that it exists 
with the presumptive status of permissibility. The Gemara explains: 
This teaches us that even if a flaw developed in the animal that 
raises uncertainty with regard to its permitted status, it retains its 
presumptive status of permissibility. 


As Rabbi Abba raised a dilemma before Rav Huna: If a wolf 
came and took the innards" of a slaughtered animal, what is the 
halakha? 


The Gemara asks: Took? In that case the innards are not there, and 
therefore there is no way of seeing an indication of a flaw. Rather, 
the dilemma is: In a case where a wolf perforated the innards of a 
slaughtered animal, what is the halakha? The Gemara challenges: 
Perforated? We see that the wolf perforated them and in that case 
too there is no indication of a flaw. Rather, the dilemma is: Ina case 
where a wolf took the innards and returned them when they are 
perforated, what is the halakha? Are we concerned that perhaps 
the wolf perforated the innards in the place ofa preexisting perfora- 
tion and the animal was a tereifa from the outset, or is that possibility 
not a concern? 


Rav Huna said to Rabbi Abba: One is not concerned that perhaps 
the wolf perforated the innards in the place ofa preexisting perfora- 
tion, because one relies on the presumptive status of permissibility. 


Rabbi Abba raised an objection to the opinion of Rav Huna: If one 
saw a bird pecking" at a fig or a mouse gnawing at melons, 


HALAKHA 


If a wolf came and took the innards - oy yabon axtxa: Ifan 
animal was slaughtered properly, and then a wolf came and took 
its innards and returned them perforated, it is permitted to eat the 
meat, and there is no concern that there were holes where there 
are now tooth marks. This is the halakha even if there are holes in 
the innards in places where there are no tooth marks (Josafot), in 
accordance with the statement of Rav Huna. Any perforation that 
can be attributed to a postmortem event is not attributed to an 
antemortem event (Rema). If it is a common phenomenon it may 
be attributed to an antemortem event (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, 
Hilkhot Shehita 6:14; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De'a 25:3, 36:5, 50:1 and 
Beer Heitev on 50:3). 


If one saw a bird pecking, etc. — 131 Waa WS¥ MX: One should 
not consume fruits in which there are perforations, even if one 
saw a bird pecking or a mouse gnawing at it. This is due to the 
concern that a snake caused the perforation and deposited its 
venom there. The Shulhan Arukh states that today, when snakes 
are not commonly found in settled areas, that is not a concern. 
Nevertheless, the later authorities write that in any case one who 
guards his soul will be concerned (Rambam Sefer Nezikin, Hilkhot 
Rotze‘ah UShmirat HaNefesh 12:2; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 16:1 
and Pithei Teshuva there). 


VAVN PID: HULLIN:PEREKI-9A 45 


This file may not be reproduced or distributed in any form without express permission from the publisher 


Perek I 
Dafo Amud b 


HALAKHA 

Uncertainty involving ritual impurity — AK pap: 
If an impure item was placed in the public domain 
and there is uncertainty whether one came into 
contact with it, the ruling is that he is pure. If it was 
placed in the private domain, the ruling is that he is 
impure. Why did the Sages rule that in cases of uncer- 
tainty in the public domain, he is pure? It is because 
the public brings the Paschal offering when impure, 
and all the more so this is the case when there is 
uncertainty with regard to their impurity, because 
in all cases of uncertainty the ruling is stringent by 
rabbinic law only. Why did the Sages rule that in cases 
of uncertainty in the private domain he is impure? It 
is because a sota who entered into seclusion with her 
paramour is impure vis-a-vis her husband until she 
drinks from the water of the sota, even though there 
is uncertainty whether she engaged in intercourse 
(Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Shear Avot HaTumot 
15:8, 16:1). 
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one is concerned that perhaps the bird or the mouse perforated 
it in the place of the preexisting perforation caused by a snake, and 
it is prohibited to eat the fig or the melon, due to the danger that the 
snake might have left its venom. 


Rav Huna said to Rabbi Abba: Are you comparing danger to 
prohibition? Danger is different,“ and one rules stringently in 
cases involving danger. Rava said to him: What is different about 
the fact that the ruling in cases of uncertainty involving danger is 
stringent, given that in cases of uncertainty involving prohibition 
the ruling is also stringent?’ 


Abaye said to Rava: And is there no difference between prohibi- 
tion and danger? But isn’t it the halakha that in a case of uncer- 
tainty involving ritual impurity" in the public domain,’ its uncer- 
tain impurity leaves it pure, while in a case of uncertainty involving 
water that is exposed and therefore susceptible to a snake leaving 
venom in it, the water is forbidden. 


Rava said to Abaye: There, in the case of ritual impurity in the 
public domain, the Sages learned this halakha through tradition 
from the case of a sota," a woman who enters into seclusion with 
a particular man after her husband warns her not to. She is forbidden 
to her husband even though there is uncertainty whether or not she 
committed adultery. Just as a sota is forbidden only in a case of 
uncertainty in the private domain, as there is no seclusion in the 
public domain; so too with regard to ritual impurity, one becomes 
ritually impure in a case of uncertainty only in the private domain. 


NOTES 


Danger is different — 38w m30: Where there is danger, every 
case of uncertainty is prohibited. The reason is that with regard to 
all prohibitions, the same Torah that established the prohibition 
established that it is permitted in circumstances of uncertainty 
when there is a majority indicating that it is permitted and a minor- 
ity indicating that it is prohibited. But in cases involving danger, 
if one happens to encounter the dangerous minority he will die 
(Hatam Sofer). 


= 


Uncertainty involving prohibition is also stringent - X15% PID 
xvid 3: Some contend that Rava disagrees with the application 
of presumptive status to matters of prohibition, as in his opinion 
it applies only to monetary uncertainties. Therefore, in every case 
of uncertainty, even if there is presumptive status of permissibil- 
ity, one must rule stringently, just as in the case of danger (Torat 
Hayyim). Other commentaries explain that Rava agrees that one 
applies presumptive status even to cases of prohibition, as no one 
disputes that principle. Nevertheless, in his opinion, in any case 
where there is even the slightest flaw, e.g., a wolf perforated the 


Uncertainty involving ritual impurity in the public domain - p39 
Data mwa AKAD: With regard to uncertain impurity, there is a 
halakhic distinction between the private domain and the public 
domain. When there is uncertainty whether or not a person in the 
public domain became ritually impure, he is deemed ritually pure. 
In the private domain, he is deemed ritually impure. This halakha 
is not derived via one of the hermeneutical principles of biblical 
interpretation; rather, its source is a Torah edict derived from the 
halakha of the sota. 


Sota — mbip: The Torah describes the procedure governing a 
women whose husband suspects her of adultery (Numbers 5:11-31): 
First, her husband warns her in the presence of witnesses against 
entering into seclusion with the specific man about whom he is 
suspicious. If she disobeys this warning and is observed to enter 
into seclusion with that man, even though there is no concrete 
evidence that she committed adultery, she and her husband 


BACKGROUND 


innards of the animal, one does not follow the presumptive status 
that the innards were not perforated at the time of slaughter. Rather, 
itis an uncertainty that is balanced, and one rules stringently, as he 
would in cases of danger. The reason is that in cases of uncertainty 
involving Torah law, the ruling is stringent (see Shita Mekubbetzet, 
citing Rabbeinu Peretz; Penei Yehoshua). 


There they learned this halakha through tradition from the case 
of a sota — 7viDA ay aur) xan oni: Rabbeinu Yona explains 
that in Abaye’s opinion one derives from the case of a sota only 
that in cases of uncertainty involving impurity in a private domain 
the ruling is that the person is impure. In cases of uncertainty in a 
public domain, there is no need to derive that the ruling is that he is 
pure, because the person in question has the presumptive status of 
purity. Justas Abaye holds with regard to matters of prohibition that 
uncertainty does not undermine the presumptive status of permis- 
sibility, so too uncertainty does not undermine the presumptive 
status of purity (Rashba). 


are forbidden to one another until she undergoes the following 
ordeal to determine whether she committed adultery. The woman, 
accompanied by her husband and two Torah scholars, is taken to 
the Temple in Jerusalem. The priests stand her in a public place 
while she holds the special meal offering that she is required to 
bring. There the priests question her again to determine whether 
she committed adultery. If she continues to claim she was faithful 
and takes an oath to that effect, a scroll on which the curses in the 
Torah passage are written is prepared. If she continues to profess 
her innocence, the scroll is submerged in a clay vessel filled with 
water taken from the Temple Basin and earth from the Temple floor, 
and the writing on the scroll is dissolved in the water. She is then 
forced to drink that water. If the husband's allegation is true, then, 
as the Torah states: “Her belly shall swell and her thigh shall fall” 
(Numbers 5:27), and she dies. If she is innocent, the water will bring 
her blessing, and she is permitted to engage in sexual intercourse 
with her husband. 


This file may not be reproduced or distributed in any form without express permission from the publisher 


aban, aban aa yw saw 31 nn 
pap mann by N2223 by naban 
pap tone sn IPD -VN ND pap ya 

pnoy - pran on 


ma smtp ad YA KOY ony ong 
XDT4N byw nyt Aa ww Vat MID 
byw nya ta wyg- 


AMT! monty sow KA wre NTN 
IKU AND - ADIN AYN KA TAN 
spay ow DID) KAY DTN TAIN 


Rav Shimi raises an objection to the opinion of Rava from a mishna 
(Teharot 4:2): If the carcass of a creeping animal was in the mouth 
of a weasel,” and that weasel was walking on loaves of teruma,® 
and there is uncertainty whether the creeping animal touched the 
loaves and uncertainty whether it did not touch the loaves, its 
uncertain impurity leaves it pure, while in a case of uncertainty 
involving water that is exposed and therefore susceptible to a snake 
leaving venom in it, the water is forbidden. 


The Gemara answers: There too, the halakha is derived from the 
case of a sota. Just as the uncertainty in the case of sota involves an 
entity that has consciousness in order for her to be asked" whether 
she was unfaithful and is forbidden to her husband, so too here, only 
uncertainty involving an entity that has consciousness in order for 
it to be asked whether the loaves were rendered impure would 
become impure. The weasel does not have that consciousness. 


Rav Ashi said: Come and hear additional proof that danger is more 
severe than prohibition (see mishna Para 11:1): In the case ofa flask? 
of purification water that one left exposed" and he came back and 
found it covered, it is ritually impure, as I say: An impure man 
entered into there and covered it, and in the course of doing so he 


rendered the vessel and its contents impure. 


Weasel [hulda] — main: : The hulda of the Talmud, whichi is proba- 
bly the same as the holed of Leviticus 11:29, is described in tractate 
Taanit (8a) as killing a human baby. Yisrael Aharoni, an influential, 
early twentieth-century Israeli zoologist, proposed that it is the 
brown rat, a predatory animal, and therefore hulda became the 
name for the rat in modern Hebrew. Yet it is now known that 
brown rats reached the Middle East only very recently. Moreover, 
in the talmudic era, the only rat present in the Middle East was 
the black rat, a much smaller rodent, which is not predatory. 

The assessment of the medieval European rabbinic tradition 
with regard to the hulda is more likely the correct one, which 
identifies it as a member of the weasel family. The weasel itself 
does not live in the Middle East, although it did live there in the 
early biblical era and possibly survived through talmudic times. 
The marten, which belongs to the same family, is found in Eretz 
Yisrael today and is also a possible candidate as the hulda. Other 
references to the hulda in the Talmud (see, e.g., Pesahim 9a—b) 
depict a creature that stores and eats crumbs of bread, which 
is plainly not a weasel or a marten. This has led researchers to 
conclude that the term must refer to different species in different 
contexts. 


Weasel 


Teruma — mA: Whenever the term teruma appears without 
qualification, it refers to teruma gedola. The Torah commands 
that “the first fruit of your grain, of your wine, and of your oil” be 
given to the priest (Deuteronomy 18:4; Numbers 18:12), but the 
Sages extended the scope of this mitzva, which applies only in 
Eretz Yisrael, to include all produce. After the first fruits have been 
separated, a certain portion of the produce must be separated for 
priests as teruma. 

Although the Torah does not specify the amount of teruma that 
must be separated, and one may theoretically fulfill his obligation 
by giving even a single kernel of grain from an entire crop, the 


_ BACKGROUND Ž 


Sages established a measure: One-fortieth for a generous Gift, 
one-fiftieth for an average gift, and one-sixtieth for a miserly gift. 
One first separates teruma and then separates the other tithes. 

Teruma is considered sacred and may be eaten only by a priest 
and his household while they are in a state of ritual purity (see 
Leviticus 22:9-15). To emphasize the importance of this require- 
ment, the Sages obligated the priests to wash their hands before 
partaking of teruma. This is the source for the practice of washing 
the hands before eating. A ritually impure priest or a non-priest 
who eats teruma is subject to death at the hand of Heaven. If 
teruma becomes ritually impure, it may no longer be eaten and 
must be burned. Nevertheless, it remains the property of the 
priest, and he may benefit from its burning. 

Today, teruma is not given to priests because they have no defi- 
nite proof of their priestly lineage and because everyone today is 
ritually impure. Nevertheless, the obligation to separate teruma 
remains, and a minuscule portion of the produce is separated. 


Flask - momiby: The term flask, tzelohit, typically refers to an earth- 
enware vessel, or on occasion one crafted from gold, silver, or 
glass, with a long neck and a narrow mouth, used to hold liquids, 
e.g., wine and oil, or spices. Such flasks held liquids for many pur- 
poses, among them holding beverages during a meal, providing 

a pleasant scent in various places, including a cemetery, smearing 

oil, perfuming one's body, and containing items used for medical 

purposes. The flasks also were used to transfer liquids from place 

to place, e.g. for the libation of water on the festival of Sukkot, for 
which the water was brought to the altar in flasks of gold. In many 

sources, a covering or cork for the flask is mentioned. 

Based on the description here that a weasel could drink from 
the vessel, apparently the flask under discussion has a short neck 
and a relatively wide mouth. This is consistent with the fact that 
in other sources as well, vessels with different designs are also 
characterized as tzelohit. 


Flasks for holding oils, found in the Tomb of the Kings, Jerusalem 


Creeping animal in the mouth of a weasel, etc. - 
3) aban 193 YW: If there was a dead creeping ani- 
mal in the mouth of a weasel and the weasel was 
walking upon loaves of teruma, and there is uncer- 
tainty whether the creeping animal came in contact 
with the teruma, the loaves are deemed ritually pure 
because the impure item never stopped moving, in 
accordance with the mishna in Teharot (Rambam 
Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot She’ar Avot HaTumot 15:7). 


An entity that has consciousness to be asked - 137 
bwh ny Aa w: In a case of uncertainty with 
regard to impurity in the private domain, the ruling is 
that the person is impure only if he can be consulted 
to determine whether he became impure, like the 
sota. By contrast, if the person was a deaf-mute, an 
imbecile, or a minor who is unable to respond when 
asked, the ruling is that he is pure (Rambam Sefer 
Tahara, Hilkhot Shear Avot HaTumot 16:2). 


A flask of purification water that one left exposed, 

etc. = 151 Tyan ammo rmiby: In the case of a flask 
in which there was purification water that was left 
exposed, and later one returned and found it covered, 
the water is disqualified, since perhaps one unfit to 

handle purification water touched it, as it is clear that 
only a person could have covered it. This is in accor- 
dance with the mishna from tractate Para (Rambam 

Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Para Aduma 9:16). 
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HALAKHA 


One left the vessel covered, etc. — ^3) 7032 AMAT: With 
regard to a vessel of purification water that was placed cov- 
ered and that one later found exposed, if a weasel could have 
drunk from it or if dew could have fallen on it, the water is 
disqualified, and if not, the water is fit for use. The reason 
for this ruling is that there are two uncertainties: There is 
uncertainty whether it was uncovered by a person or by an 
animal or a creeping animal, and there is uncertainty even 
if you say that it was uncovered by a person, as perhaps he 
was fit to handle purification water (Rambam Sefer Tahara, 
Hilkhot Para Aduma 9:16). 


Perek | 
Daf1o Amuda 


HALAKHA 

Danger is more severe than prohibition — xmab KWAN 
XPNA: One must distance himself from anything that is 
liable to lead to danger, and he may not rely on miracles. The 
Sages said: Danger is more severe than prohibition; therefore, 
one must be more wary of a case of uncertainty with regard 
to danger than he must be with regard to uncertainty with 
regard to a prohibition. If one says: | am endangering myself 
and it is not the concern of anyone else, or: | am not particular 
about this matter, he is flogged with lashes for rebelliousness 
(Rambam Sefer Nezikin, Hilkhot Rotze‘ah UShmirat HaNefesh 
11:5, 12:6; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 16:5, and in the comment 
of Rema). 


Three liquids are forbidden due to exposure - ppn myw 

nbs Dwn prox: The Sages prohibited consumption of cer- 
ain liquids that were left exposed, due to the concern that a 

snake deposited its venom in the liquid. The liquids that are 

orbidden are water, wine, vinegar, milk, honey, and fish brine. 
Today, when snakes are no longer common in residential 

areas, it is permitted to drink exposed liquids, although some 

rule that one must be wary of drinking exposed liquids even 

oday (Shela; Gra). In any event, in places where snakes and 

scorpions are commonly found, one must be wary of drink- 
ing those liquids (Peri Hadash). If it is clear that a snake drank 
rom a particular liquid, it is clearly prohibited to drink from it 
even today (Rambam Sefer Nezikin, Hilkhot Rotzeah UShmirat 
HaNefesh 11:6-7; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De'a 116.1; Beit Yosef). 


And how far is considered a proximate place - Dipa m23) 
aip: The period of exposure that renders liquids forbidden is 
the time it takes for a snake or a creeping animal to emerge 
from beneath the handle of a vessel, drink from the liquid, 
and return (Rambam Sefer Nezikin, Hilkhot Rotze‘ah UShmirat 
HaNefesh 11:11). 
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Ina case where one left the vessel covered" and came back and 
found it exposed, if it is in a place where a weasel could drink 
from it," or a snake according to the statement of Rabban 
Gamliel, or if there is concern that dew fell into it at night, the 
purification waters are disqualified for sprinkling in the process 
of purification of a person impure with impurity imparted by a 
corpse, due to the concern that the saliva of the weasel or the dew, 
which are unfit for sprinkling, intermingled with it. Nevertheless, 
the water is not impure. 


And Rabbi Yehoshua ben Levi says: What is the reason that 
there is no concern that a ritually impure person exposed the 
waters and rendered them impure? 


NOTES 


If a weasel could drink from it — nyan ninw nn aia» DK: 
It is specifically a weasel, not other creeping animals, that dis- 
qualifies the water, because when it drinks it spits some of the 
water back into the bowl (see Para 9:3). According to Rabban 
Shimon ben Gamliel, the same halakha applies with regard to 
a snake. Rashi explains that the reason the water is disqualified 
is that it is considered as though labor was performed with 
it; such water is disqualified for use in purification. Rashi also 
cites another reason, that the water must be flowing water 
until it is placed in the vessel that sanctifies it, and it may not 
come from a different source (see Rabbeinu Gershom Meor 
HaGola). Nevertheless, some hold that transferring the water 
to another vessel would not disqualify it. Rather, they explain 


that the water is disqualified specifically when brought in an 
object other than a vessel, e.g., a weasel (Melekhet Shlomo 
on Para 9:3, citing Rabbi Shlomo Sirillo). Others understand 
that water is disqualified in the mouth of the weasel due to 
diversion of attention, as while it was in the weasel’s mouth 
it was not being safeguarded from contracting impurity (see 
Rabbi Shimshon of Saens on Para 9:3). The Rambam and other 
commentaries explain that the water is disqualified not by the 
weasel's drinking it, but due to the mixture of the saliva of the 
weasel or the dew with the water. Due to the severity of the 
rite of the red heifer, any mixture disqualifies the purification 
water (see Tosafot). 
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It is due to the fact that it is the typical manner of creeping 
animals to expose the contents of a vessel so that they may drink. 
Therefore, the exposure of the water is attributed to a creeping 
animal or to a ritually pure person. By contrast, in a case where 
he left the vessel exposed and found it covered, the concern is 
that it was an impure man who covered it, since it is not the typi- 
cal manner of creeping animals to cover exposed vessels. Evi- 
dently, with regard to prohibition or ritual impurity, there are 
circumstances of uncertainty when the ruling is lenient. 


Alternatively, it can be inferred from the baraita that the reason 
the contents of the vessel are impure or disqualified, respectively, 
is that he left it exposed and came back and found it covered or 
that he left it covered and came back and found it exposed. But 
if he found the vessel just as he left it, there is neither impurity 
nor disqualification. 


But in a situation of uncertainty where he left exposed water 

and then came and found the vessel exposed, the water is forbid- 
den under all circumstances. Learn from it that danger is more 

severe than prohibition." The Gemara affirms: Indeed, learn 

from it. 


We learned in a mishna there (Terumot 8:4): Three liquids are 
forbidden due to exposure:" Water, wine, and milk. How long 
shall they remain exposed and their contents will be forbidden? 
It is a period equivalent to the time necessary so that a snake 
could emerge from a proximate place and drink. And how far 
away is considered a proximate place?" Rav Yitzhak, son of Rav 
Yehuda, said: Even a period equivalent to the time necessary 
so that a snake could emerge from beneath the handle of the 
vessel and drink. 
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The Gemara asks: If it is only the time necessary for the snake to 
emerge and drink, doesn’t one see the snake drink, in which case 
there is no uncertainty? Rather, it is a period equivalent to the time 
necessary for a snake to emerge from a proximate place, drink, and 
return to its hole. If one left exposed liquid unattended for that 
interval, it is possible that the snake drank the liquid unseen by the 
owner of the liquid. 


§ It was stated: With regard to one who slaughters an animal with 
a knife that was afterward found to be notched, Rav Huna says: 
Even if, after the slaughter and before the knife was examined, he 
broke bones with the knife all day, the slaughter is not valid, as we 
are concerned that perhaps the knife became notched on the hide’ 
of the neck. And Rav Hisda says: The slaughter is valid, as perhaps 
it was on the bone that he broke with the knife after the slaughter 
that it became notched. 


The Gemara asks: Granted, Rav Huna stated his opinion in accor- 
dance with his halakha cited earlier (9a): An animal during its 
lifetime exists with the presumptive status of prohibition until it 
becomes known in what manner it was slaughtered. But as for Rav 
Hisda, what is the reason for his ruling that the slaughter is valid? 
The Gemara answers that Rav Hisda could have said to you: A 
bone certainly notches the knife, but with regard to hide, it is 
uncertain whether it notches the knife and uncertain whether it 
does not notch it. This is a case of certainty and uncertainty, and 
the principle is that an uncertainty does not override a certainty. 


Rava raises an objection to the opinion of Rav Hisda to support! 
the opinion of Rav Huna, from a baraita: If one immersed and 

emerged from the ritual bath and an interposing item was later 
found on him," then even if he had been engaged in handling that 

same type of item for the entire day after his immersion, the immer- 
sion does not fulfill his obligation. This is so until he will say: It is 

clear to me that this interposition was not on me beforehand. And 

here it is a case where he certainly immersed, and it is uncertain 

whether the interposition was on him at that time and uncertain 

whether it was not on him, and nevertheless, contrary to the opinion 

of Rav Hisda, the uncertainty overrides the certainty. 


The Gemara rejects that proof: It is different there, as it can be 
said: Establish the status of the impure person on the basis of his 
presumptive status of impurity, and say that he did not immerse 


properly. 


The Gemara challenges: Here too, establish the status of the animal 
on the basis of its presumptive status of prohibition and say that it 
was not slaughtered properly. Why does Rav Hisda rule that it is 
permitted? The Gemara explains: That status has been undermined, 
as the slaughtered animal is before you. There is no indication that 
the slaughter was not valid, and most slaughtered animals are 
slaughtered properly. 


The Gemara challenges: Here too, in the case of immersion, the 
status of impurity is undermined, as the person who has immersed 
is before you. The Gemara explains: The case of immersion is 
different, as a flaw developed in the presumptive validity of the 
immersion, since there is an interposition. 


LANGUAGE 


Raises an objection to support — ayo. na: Some explain 
this expression as an abbreviation of the phrase: Rava raises an 
objection to the opinion of Rav Hisda to support the opinion of 
Rav Huna, and it is similar to the statement of Rava elsewhere: It is 
taught in a baraita in accordance with the opinion of Rav Huna and 
in refutation of the opinion of Rav Hisda (Rashbam on Bava Batra 
45b). Others explain that this is the expression employed when 


the force of the objection is not great. It means that even if this 
does not constitute a conclusive refutation of the opinion of one 
Sage, Rav Hisda, it nevertheless certainly supports the opinion of 
the other Sage, Rav Huna (Yavin Shemua). Rav Yosef Karo explains 
that the term: Raises an objection [metiv], whose literal translation 
is: Responds, is employed both in the sense of raising an objection 
and in the sense of citing proof or support (Kelalei HaTalmud). 


BACKGROUND 
Notched on the hide - 772353 viva: 


Cross section of a neck, showing proximity of the simanim to the hide 


HALAKHA 


If one immersed and emerged from the ritual 
bath and an interposing item was found on him - 
yyin sat yoy syan bx bap: If one immersed and 
emerged from the ritual bath, and an interposing 
item was later found on his body, then even if he had 
handled items of that kind all day after his immersion, 
he remains impure, as his presumptive status was one 
of impurity. But if he says: | am certain that this inter- 
position was not on my body prior to immersion, he 
is ritually pure (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Mikvaot 
2:23; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 199:10). 
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NOTES 


The knife became flawed, the animal did not 
become flawed — yams xb TATI MY UN PD: 
That is in contrast to an impure person, where the 
potential flaw, i.e., the interposition, is on the person's 
body. Tosafot raise a difficulty from the ruling of the 
mishna (Mikvaot 2:2) that in the case of a ritual bath 
hat was found to contain less than forty sea of water, 
anyone who immersed in it is retroactively ritually 
mopure, as that mishna did not say: The ritual bath is 
flawed and the person is not flawed. Josafot suggest 
hree resolutions, and according to the last one there 
is a fundamental distinction between the cases. In 
he case of a ritual bath, once the flaw is discovered in 
he ritual bath the presumptive status of the person is 
inevitably flawed, as with regard to one who immerses 
in a ritual bath with less than forty sea of water, it is 
as though he did not immerse at all. In the case of 
slaughter, even if the knife is discovered to be flawed, 
it is possible it was not the hide of the animal that 
notched the knife. Furthermore, even if it was the 
hide, it is possible the simanim were cut with a part 
of the knife that was not notched. Consequently, it is 
a compound uncertainty, in which case the ruling is 
lenient (Ramban). That is the meaning of the phrase in 
the Gemara: The knife became flawed, but the animal 
did not become flawed. Although the knife was found 
to be flawed, it is possible that the slaughter of the 
animal was not flawed (Tosefot HaRosh). 


a 


BACKGROUND 

The windpipe was displaced — nysa monwa: This 
can happen before slaughter, if the slaughterer is hold- 
ing the bird or the animal by the throat, and when 
the bird or animal seeks to wiggle free, it sticks its 
feet in the ground and stretches its body, causing the 
windpipe to be torn from its pharynx. 

A similar situation of displacement of the windpipe 
is conceivable when the animal is swallowing at the 
moment of slaughter, as in that case the epiglottis 
covers the opening of the windpipe as the windpipe 
moves downward. If slaughter is performed at that 
moment, it is performed above the upper tracheal 
ring and the windpipe is displaced at that moment. 
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The Gemara challenges: Here too, a flaw developed in the presump- 
tive validity of slaughter, as the knife is notched. The Gemara 
explains: In the case of slaughter, the knife became flawed, but the 
animal did not become flawed." Therefore, the animal assumes 
the presumptive status of permissibility. By contrast, in the case of 
immersion, the interposition was found on the person, thereby 
nullifying his presumptive status of purity. 


The Gemara raises an objection to the opinion of Rav Hisda from 
a baraita: The slaughter of a bird is valid with the cutting of one 
siman, the windpipe or the gullet. Therefore, if one cut the gullet, 
and the windpipe was displaced’ thereafter," the slaughter is valid. 
If the windpipe was displaced and one cut the gullet thereafter, 
the slaughter is not valid. 


If one cut the gullet, and the windpipe was found displaced," and 
he does not know whether the windpipe was displaced before the 
slaughter or whether it was displaced after the slaughter; that was 
the incident that came before the Sages, and they said: In any case 
of uncertainty with regard to slaughter, the slaughter is not valid." 


The Gemara asks: With regard to the expansive formulation: With 
regard to any case of uncertainty with regard to slaughter, what 
does it serve to add? Does it not serve to add a case like this one 
where there is uncertainty whether the knife was notched before or 
after the slaughter? The Gemara answers: No, it serves to add a case 
of uncertainty whether he interrupted the slaughter in the middle, 
or uncertainty whether he pressed the knife on the simanim. If he 
did either, it invalidates the slaughter. 


HALAKHA 


If one cut the gullet and the windpipe was displaced thereaf- 
ter — TWAT TUAW JD WK) VIT NX T: In a case where one 
slaughtered an animal and one of the simanim, i.e., the windpipe 
or the gullet, was displaced before the slaughter was complete, 
which occurs when most of one siman in a bird is slaughtered or 
most of two simanim in an animal, the slaughter is not valid. But 
if he completed the slaughter of one siman in the bird and then 
the remaining siman was displaced, his slaughter is valid, in accor- 
dance with the baraita. The Rema writes: The custom is to deem as 
a tereifa any animal or bird whose siman was displaced, whether 
it was displaced before the slaughter or whether it was displaced 
during the slaughter (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Shehita 
3:14-15; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De'a 24:15, and Taz and Shakh there). 


If one cut the gullet and the windpipe was found displaced — 
MONI NWA KYN DWI NX VW: If one slaughtered a bird and 
cut one of the simanim and the second was found displaced, and it 


is uncertain whether it was displaced before or after the slaughter, 
there is uncertainty whether it is considered an unslaughtered car- 
cass, and it is forbidden, in accordance with the baraita (Rambam 
Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Shehita 3:15; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De'a 24:17). 


In any case of uncertainty with regard to slaughter the slaugh- 
ter is not valid —byps monwa poo bs: Any animal prior to its 
slaughter has the presumptive status of prohibition. Therefore, if 
there is uncertainty whether it was properly slaughtered, there is 
uncertainty whether it is an unslaughtered carcass, and it is forbid- 
den. This is the ruling any time there is uncertainty with regard 
to the act of slaughter itself, e.g., with regard to interrupting the 
slaughter, pressing the knife, finding one of the simanim displaced, 
or finding that the knife is notched (Hatam Sofer), in accordance 
with the baraita (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Shehita 3:18; 
Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh Dea 25:3 in the Rema). 
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The Gemara asks: And in what way is uncertainty whether he inter- 
rupted the slaughter or pressed the knife different from uncertainty 
whether the knife became notched before or after the slaughter? The 
Gemara answers: There, in the case of uncertainty with regard to 
interruption or pressing, the flaw developed in the animal, and the 
slaughter is not valid. Here, in the case of uncertainty whether the 
knife became notched before or after the slaughter, a flaw developed 
in the knife but a flaw did not develop in the animal, and the 
slaughter is valid. 
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And the halakha is in accordance with the opinion of Rav Huna 
that the slaughter is not valid in a case where he did not break a 
bone with the knife. And the halakha is in accordance with the 
opinion of Rav Hisda" that the slaughter is valid in a case where he 
broke a bone with the knife. Learn by inference that Rav Hisda 
rules that the slaughter is valid even ifhe did not break a bone with 
the knife. The Gemara asks: But ifhe did not break bones, on what 
was the knife notched? It must have been on the hide. Why, then, 
is the slaughter valid? The Gemara answers: Say that it was notched 
on the neck bone after he competed slaughtering the animal. 


The Gemara relates: There was an incident, and Rav Yosef deemed 
as many as thirteen animals tereifot when he discovered the knife 
was notched after slaughtering the final animal. The Gemara asks: 
In accordance with whose opinion did Rav Yosef issue his ruling? 
Is it in accordance with the opinion of Rav Huna, who holds that 
the concern is that the knife was notched by the animal’s hide, and 
he ruled that even the first animal is forbidden? The Gemara 
answers: No, perhaps it is in accordance with the opinion of Rav 
Hisda, who holds that the notch is attributed to the neck bone, and 
they are all forbidden except for the first animal. 


And if you wish, say instead: Actually, it is in accordance with the 
opinion of Rav Huna, as, if it were in accordance with the opinion 
of Rav Hisda, since we attribute the notch to the neck bone as a 
leniency, from where is it ascertained that it is on the neck bone 
of the first animal that it was notched? Perhaps it is on the neck 
bone’ of the last animal that it was notched, and all of the animals 
are permitted. 


Rav Aha, son of Rava, said to Rav Ashi: Rav Kahana requires 
an examination of the knife between each and every act of slaugh- 
ter. The Gemara asks: In accordance with whose opinion did Rav 
Kahana issue his ruling? Is it in accordance with the opinion of Rav 
Huna, and he stated the halakha to invalidate the slaughter of the 
first animal that he slaughtered if he discovers a notch in the knife? 
The Gemara answers: No, perhaps it is in accordance with the 
opinion of Rav Hisda, according to the first of the two explanations 
of the ruling of Rav Yosef, who holds that if a notch is found it is 
attributed to the neck bone, and examination of the knife is required 
to validate the slaughter of the next animal. 


HALAKHA 


And the halakha is in accordance with the opinion of Rav 
Huna...and the halakha is in accordance with the opinion 
of Rav Hisda - 277 Fenn eensbom..xea7t 17 PMD KIIN 
XDN: In the case of one who slaughters with a knife that had 
been previously examined and after slaughtering the animal he 
discovers that the knife is notched, the concern is that the knife 
was notched on the hide of the neck. The status of an animal or 
a bird in this case is that of an uncertain unslaughtered carcass. 
If after the slaughter he broke bones with the knife, in a chop- 
ping motion rather than a back-and-forth motion, the slaughter 
is valid, as the notch in the knife is attributed to the bones. This 
halakha is not limited to bones; it applies with regard to any 
similar cause to which the notch may be attributed, e.g., if the 
knife fell on hard earth (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Shehita 
1:24-25; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh Dea 18:1, 15). 


On the neck bone — n77517 ayya: If one broke the soft neck 
bone with the knife and the knife is found to be notched, one 
does not attribute the notch to the neck bone and the slaughter 
is not valid, as the halakha is in accordance with the opinion 
of Rav Hisda only in a case where he broke other bones with 
the knife. Others hold that the slaughter is not valid only if he 
cut the neck bone in a back-and-forth motion, but if he broke 


the neck bone with the knife with a chopping motion, one 
attributes the notch to the neck bone (Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh 
De‘a 18:1, 15 and Shakh there). 


Requires an examination between each and every slaugh- 
ter...to invalidate the slaughter of the first animal — 1x12 
xomap dpand...rxcam xt bp pa xMpta: One who slaugh- 
ters several animals or birds is required to examine the knife 
between each and every act of slaughter. If he examined the 
knife only after completing the slaughter of all the animals 
and discovers that the knife is notched, the status of all the 
animals and birds, even the first, is that of uncertainty whether 
it is an unslaughtered carcass, in accordance with the opinion 
of Rav Kahana and the explanation of Rav Aha, son of Rava. 
Nevertheless, the Rema states that one who is willing to enter 
into that situation of uncertainty may do so. There is a disagree- 
ment between the Levush and the Taz in a case where one 
slaughtered animals on behalf of another and failed to examine 
the knife between each act of slaughter, and a notch is then 
discovered in the knife, whether the slaughterer is obligated to 
compensate the owner of the animal (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, 
Hilkhot Shehita 1:24; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh Dea 18:11). 


NOTES 


Rav Kahana requires an examination...in accordance 
with Rav Huna and he stated the halakha to invalidate 
the first [kamaita] animal - 275...Kp"1a PAVA KID 31 
soap boards sant: The term kamaita can refer to a circum- 
stance where one slaughtered a single animal; if a notch is 
discovered in the knife, that act of slaughter is not valid, as 
perhaps it was notched by the hide of the neck. Alternatively, 
it can also be understood in a case where one slaughtered a 
series of animals: If after slaughtering the final animal a notch 
is discovered in the knife, the slaughter of all the animals 
would not be valid, even the first (Rashba). 

One may conclude from this that the fact that Rav 
Kahana required examination of the knife between each 
act of slaughter is not a fundamental halakhic requirement, 
but rather is good advice to prevent financial loss. Therefore, 
some commentaries conclude that if a one is willing to enter 
into a state of uncertainty, he need not examine the knife 
(Ba'al HaMaor; Rema; see Rif and Rambam). By contrast, Rab- 
beinu Yona writes that it is prohibited to place oneself in a 
state of uncertainty due to the potential violation of the 
prohibition: Do not destroy, with the gratuitous invalidation 
of the animals. There is an additional concern that if a notch 
is discovered in the knife, one will be unwilling to incur the 
oss and will feed the tereifa to others. Furthermore, if one is 
slaughtering the animals of others and a notch is discovered, 
he is guilty of negligence and required to pay compensation 
(Mishpetei Bedikat HaSakkin). 

Other commentaries, including the Ramban, hold that 
his examination is a fundamental halakhic requirement. 


The reason is that according to Rav Huna, an animal during 


its lifetime exists with the presumptive status of prohibition, 
until one ascertains that it was slaughtered properly, and 
his includes examination of the knife. If the knife is not 
examined, e.g., if it is lost, the slaughter of even the first 
animal is not valid. 
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HALAKHA 


One witness is deemed credible with regard to ritual 
Matters — [DN IKI INK TY: Every slaughterer who 
is well versed in the halakhot of tereifot and has the 
presumptive status of fitness to slaughter is permitted 
to slaughter an animal, examine the knife himself, and 
sell the meat. The reason there is no concern is that 
the testimony of one witness is deemed credible with 
regard to ritual matters (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot 
Shehita 10:14; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 1:1; 127:3). 


To show the knife to a scholar — pond pao mini: 
Any slaughterer who has not shown his knife to a Sage 
is ostracized. Nowadays the custom is to appoint spe- 
cific people to slaughter animals and examine the knife, 
and they are not required to show their knives to the 
Sages. The Sages waived the honor due them in that 
case, because the appointees are careful and vigilant 
(Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Shehita 1:26; Shulhan 
Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 18:17, and see Pithei Teshuva there). 


In a dark house one may not open windows to see 
his leprous mark — mix} nisin ia prinia py bax ma 
iyaa mx: When one sees a leprous mark in his house, 
he informs the priest, who then comes to his house 
to examine the mark. If the house was dark, one does 
not open windows in the wall to enable the priest to 
examine the mark. If as a result the priest is unable to 
see the mark, the house is ritually pure, in accordance 
with the mishna in tractate Nega’im (Rambam Sefer 
Tahara, Hilkhot Tumat Tzara‘at 14:4-5). 


NOTES 


Establish the matter on its presumptive status — pix 
TAIN xon: When one considers the status of any 
matter, the presumption is that it remained as it was 
and neither its physical status, nor its halakhic status, i.e., 
whether it was permitted or forbidden, or ritually pure 
or impure, was altered, unless a flaw in that presumptive 
status is discovered. This is known as initial presumptive 
status. The Rambam explains that there is no alternative 
to following the initial presumptive status, as if one were 
to entertain all possibilities in every case of uncertainty, 
there would never be resolution (Rambam’s Commen- 
tary on the Mishna, Nazir 9:2). 


PERSONALITIES 

Rav Aha bar Ya'akov - py? 33 xm 3Y: A third- 
generation Babylonian amora, Rav Aha bar Ya'akov 
was an older contemporary of Abaye and Rava, and he 
attended the lectures of Rav Huna in Sura. Abaye and 
Rava held him in great esteem, and the Gemara relates 
that Rava introduced him to his teacher, Rav Nahman, 
as an esteemed scholar. He was an authoritative and 
assertive man in his home and in the study hall, and 
as an independent Sage who sought the truth, he did 
not avoid halakhic disputes with members of previous 
generations. 

Statements of Rav Aha bar Ya'akov appear through- 
out the Talmud and address different areas: Halakha, 
aggada, interpretation of the Mishna, prayer, customs, 
and even the Design of the Divine Chariot. Sages of 
subsequent generations relate stories of actions he was 
accustomed to perform and of miracles that he worked 
through his prayer. 

Rav Aha bar Ya'akov resided in the city of Paphunya, 
where he was the chief rabbi, and instituted several 
ordinances. In addition, he would lecture and teach 
halakha. Among his well-known students were Rav 
Pappa, and Rav Aha, son of Rav Ika, his sister's son. He 
sent his son, Rav Ya'akov, to study with Abaye, and his 
daughter's son, who was also called Rav Ya'akov, was 
raised in his house. 
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The Gemara raises an objection: If so, and the reference is to the 

examination before slaughter, the knife should require the exami- 
nation of a Torah scholar that was required by the Sages. The 

Gemara explains: There is no need for a Sage to examine the knife, 
based on the principle: The testimony of one witness, in this case 

the slaughterer, is deemed credible with regard to ritual mat- 
ters."® The Gemara challenges: If so, even from the outset, exami- 
nation of the knife by a Torah scholar should also not be required. 
The Gemara explains: Didn’t Rabbi Yohanan say that the Sages 

said to show the knife to a Torah scholar" only due to the require- 
ment to show deference to the Sage? Once deference was shown 

before the initial slaughter, it is no longer necessary to do so. 


§ Apropos the statement of Rav Huna that an animal during its 
lifetime exists with the presumptive status of prohibition, and 
therefore in cases of uncertainty whether the animal was properly 
slaughtered, one rules stringently and it is prohibited to eat its flesh, 
the Gemara asks: From where is this matter that the Sages said: 
Establish the status of the matter on the basis of its presumptive 
status," derived? 


Rabbi Shmuel bar Nahmani said that Rabbi Yonatan said that 
the verse states with regard to leprosy of houses that after a priest 
views a leprous mark: “And the priest shall emerge from the 
house to the entrance of the house, and quarantine the house® 
seven days” (Leviticus 14:38). The Gemara asks: How can the 
priest quarantine the house based on his viewing the leprous mark? 
Perhaps as he was emerging and coming out of the house, the size 
of the leprous mark diminished and it lacks the requisite measure 
for leprosy. Rather, is it not due to the fact that we say: Establish 
the status of the matter on the basis of its presumptive status? 


Rav Aha bar Ya'akov’ objects to that proof: And perhaps the verse 
is referring to a case where the priest emerged backward, as in that 
case, the priest sees the leprous mark as he emerges. 


Abaye said to him that there are two refutations of that statement. 
One is that emerging backward is not called emerging, and the 
priest would not fulfill the verse “And the priest shall emerge from 
the house” by doing so. And furthermore, in a case where the 
leprous mark is behind the door, what is there to say? Even walk- 
ing backward would not enable the priest to see it. And if you 
would say that the priest can open a window in the wall to enable 
him to see the leprous mark, but didn’t we learn in a mishna 
(Nega’im 2:3): In a dark house one may not open windows to 
enable him to see his leprous mark?" 


BACKGROUND 


One witness is deemed credible with regard to ritual matters — 
PEA PANI TNX TW: Although under most circumstances the 

halakha requires two witnesses in order to ascertain that a given 

event took place, that is not the case with regard to ritual matters. 
One proof for this principle is the fact one may eat in the house of 
another, based on the statement of the owner of the house, with- 
out concern that his food might contain a mixture of forbidden fat 
or blood, or that the animal was not properly slaughtered (Rashi). 
Others suggest a proof for this from the case of a menstruating 

woman, as the Torah states that she examines herself and counts 

her days of ritual impurity, and her husband may resume marital 

relations with her without the need for witnesses. 


Quarantine the house — man nx vap: A leprous house renders 
people and objects inside it, with the exception of objects in 
hermetically sealed earthenware containers, ritually impure. By 
Torah law (see Leviticus 14:33-57), if leprous marks appear in a 


house, all the items in the house are removed in order to pre- 
vent them from becoming ritually impure, after which a priest is 
brought to examine the house. If the priest confirms that there 
is evidence of leprosy, the house is quarantined for a week, after 
which it is reexamined by the priest. If the leprous marks dark- 
ened or disappeared the house is declared ritually pure. If the 
marks are unchanged, the house is quarantined for a second 
week, and is examined again. If the marks darkened, the house 
undergoes the purification process and is declared ritually pure. If 
the marks remain intact or spread, the affected parts of the house 
are removed and replaced with new construction materials, after 
which the house is quarantined a third time. If the marks reappear, 
the entire house is destroyed, and its stones are disposed of in a 
ritually impure place. But if the house is declared free of leprosy, 
it must be purified. This purification process involves birds, cedar- 
wood, and red thread, parallel to the purification process through 
which a leprous person is purified. 
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Rava said to Abaye: With regard to that which you say: Emerging 
backward is not called emerging, the case of the High Priest on 
Yom Kippur will prove that this is not so, as emerging is written 
in his regard (see Leviticus 16:18), and we learned in a mishna 
(Yoma 52b): The High Priest emerged and came out backward in 
the manner of his entry," facing the Ark in the Holy of Holies. And 
with regard to that which you say: In a dark house, one may not 
open windows to enable him to see his leprous mark, this state- 
ment applies only in a case where the existence of a leprous mark 
in the house was not yet established; but in a case where the exis- 
tence ofa leprous mark in the house was already established, it was 
established, and the priest may open a window to view it. 


It is taught in a baraita not in accordance with the opinion of Rav 
Aha bar Ya’akov, who suggested that the verse is referring to a case 
where the priest emerged from the house backward and therefore 
there is no proof that one lets the matter remain in its presumptive 
status. It is written: “And the priest shall emerge from the house 
to the entrance of the house and quarantine the house.” One might 
have thought that he may go into his own house and quarantine" 
the house from there; therefore, the verse states: “To the entrance 
of the house,” referring to the house that is being quarantined. 


If he must emerge to the entrance of the house, one might have 
thought that he may stand beneath the lintel and quarantine the 
house; therefore, the verse states: “From the house,” indicating 
that he does not quarantine the house until he emerges from the 
house in its entirety. How so? He stands alongside the lintel and 
quarantines" the house. 


The baraita concludes: And from where is it derived that if he 
went inside his own house and quarantined the leprous house, or 
that ifhe stood inside the leprous house and quarantined it, that 
his quarantine is a valid quarantine? It is derived from that which 
the verse states: “And quarantine the house,” meaning in any 
case. Apparently, the quarantine is valid even if he is unable to see 
the leprous mark, as the mark remains in its previous presumptive 
status. 


And Rav Aha bar Yaakov interprets the baraita in accordance with 
his opinion 


in a case where there is a row of standing men, from the house to 
be quarantined to the priest’s house, and they each say to the one 
standing next to him that the leprous mark remains standing 
unaltered. 


§ After discussing the role of presumptive status in determining 
halakha, the Gemara discusses the role of the majority. From where 
is this matter that the Sages stated: Follow the majority, derived? 
The Gemara is surprised at the question: From where do we derive 
it? Obviously, it is derived from a verse, as it is written explicitly: 


“After the majority to incline” (Exodus 23:2). 


The Gemara explains: With regard to a majority that is quantifiable 
before us," for example, in the case of a piece of meat that was 
found on the street before ten shops, nine shops selling kosher meat 
and one shop selling non-kosher meat, one follows the majority and 
deems that piece kosher. Or when the Sanhedrin adjudicates a case, 
one follows a majority of the judges in determining the ruling. In 
these cases, we do not raise the dilemma. 


HALAKHA 


Emerged and came out in the manner of his entry - 
ind 77 b xan xyY?: When the High Priest completes 

his service in the Holy of Holies on Yom Kippur, he does 

not turn his back to the Ark. Rather, he emerges from 

the Holy of Holies walking slowly backward, facing the 

Ark and with his back to the Sanctuary until he passes 

the curtain separating the Sanctuary from the Holy of 
Holies, in accordance with the mishna in tractate Yoma 

(Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Avodat Yom HaKippurim 

41, and see Hilkhot Beit HaBehira 7:4). 


He stands alongside the lintel and quarantines — 
qapad Vipwrat Ia miy: After a priest examines a 
leprous mark in a house, he emerges, stands at the 
entrance to the house alongside the lintel, and either 
quarantines the house, declares it definitely leprous, or 
declares it pure. If he stood beneath the lintel, or went 
to his home and quarantined the house, the house is 
quarantined, in accordance with the mishna in tractate 
Nega’‘im (12:6) and the baraita (Rambam Sefer Tahara, 
Hilkhot Tumat Tzara‘at 14:5). 


NOTES 

And quarantine — 139: According to Rashi's explana- 
tion this quarantine involves closing the house, and 
doing so from a distance would be accomplished by 
means of a rope or by means of an agent (see Rosh on 
Nedarim 56b). The Rambam understands the quaran- 
tine to be a declaration by the priest that the house 
is quarantined, similar to its meaning with regard to 
leprosy of a person and leprosy of a garment (see 
Mishne LaMelekh on Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot 
Tumat Tzara‘at 14:5; Torah Temima on Leviticus 13:4). 


NOTES 


A majority that is quantifiable before us - Karn 
yap smyt: The fundamental distinction between 
the two types of majorities is that the majority that 
is before us, e.g., the Sanhedrin and the nine shops, is 
quantifiable. Therefore, the decision with regard to the 
piece of meat that is before us is based on whether it 
belongs to the majority or the minority. In the case of 
the majority that is not before us, e.g., the minor boy 
and girl, the majority is not quantifiable, as conceivably, 
at this moment all the minor boys are eunuchs, or 
alternatively, this minor is the only minor in the world. 
Nevertheless, one relies on the accumulated available 
data that most minors will reach puberty, and the deci- 
sion is based on that data (Hatam Sofer). 
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HALAKHA 


The animal is cut into its pieces but its pieces are not 
cut into pieces - ona) paom chy soning) nite: When 
cutting the limbs of a communal burnt offering, one 
does not cut the large body parts into pieces (Rambam 
Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh Hakorbanot 6:19). 


One who cuts the sinews or burns the bones - Anat 
ninyya wm oa: One who cuts the sinews of the 
Paschal offering or burns its bones is not liable for 
violating the prohibition against breaking its bones, in 
accordance with the baraita (Rambam Sefer Korbanot, 
Hilkhot Korban Pesah 10:5). 


BACKGROUND 

Tail - mre: The reference is to the long, thick, fat tail of 
he breed of sheep that was common in Eretz Yisrael 
and the surrounding areas during the Temple era. The 
ail covered the entire back of the sheep, to the extent 
hat it was difficult to ascertain the gender of the sheep, 
particularly in younger animals. The Torah commands 
hat when a sheep is brought as a peace offering, the 
ail is one of the parts of the animal burned on the altar. 
This applies only to sheep, as the halakhot of tails of other 
animals that were sacrificed, e.g., goats, were different. 


Hindquarters of a sheep 


NOTES 


And let us be concerned that perhaps the spinal col- 
umn was severed — AYTI bin 777053 KAW wary: The 

reference is to the sheep's thick, fat tail, which contains 

he lower vertebrae of the spinal column. In terms of the 

halakhot of tereifot, the spinal column ends before the 

ail, in the area where the sciatic nerves diverge toward 

he legs (45b). If the spinal column was cut between 

here and the tail, the animal is nota tereifa, because that 
area is not considered an integral part of the animal's 

body. The fat tail referred to in the Torah’s command to 

remove and burn it on the altar includes not only the fat 
ail itself. Rather, it begins with the lower vertebrae of the 

rump bone, above the divergence of the sciatic nerves. 
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When the dilemma is raised to us it is in the case ofa majority that 
is not quantifiable before us, for example, the case of a minor boy 
and a minor girl. If the boy entered into levirate marriage with the 
girl, it is permitted for them to remain married, and there is no 
concern that when they grow older it will be discovered that the boy 
or the girl never develop sexually. Rather, one follows the majority, 
that minors develop sexually at puberty. It is with regard to that 
non-quantifiable majority that the Gemara asks: From where do 
we derive it? 


Rabbi Elazar said an answer to this question. Before presenting his 
answer, the Gemara cites a mnemonic for the names of the Sages 
who address this question: Zayin, Rabbi Elazar; mem, Mar, son of 
Ravina; nun, Rav Nahman bar Yitzhak; shin, Rav Sheshet; beit, 
Rabba bar Rav Sheila; het, Rav Aha bar Yaakov; mem, Rav Mari; kaf, 
Rav Kahana; nun, Ravina; shin, Rav Ashi. 


Rabbi Elazar’s answer was as follows: It is derived from the halakha 

concerning the head ofa burnt offering, that one severs it from the 

animal’s body but does not cut it into smaller pieces, as the verse 

states: “And he shall flay the burnt offering and cut it into its pieces” 
(Leviticus 1:6), and it is inferred: The animal is cut into its pieces, 
but its pieces, including its head, are not cut into pieces." Rabbi 

Elazar suggested: And since the head is not cut and cannot be exam- 
ined, let us be concerned that perhaps the brain membrane was 

perforated, which would render the animal a tereifa and unfit for 

sacrifice. Rather, is the reason we are not concerned for this not 

due to the fact that we say: Follow the majority of animals, which 

are not tereifot? 


The Gemara asks: From where is that conclusion drawn? Perhaps 
the reference is to a case where one splits the head open and exam- 
ines the brain membrane. And if that could not be due to the infer- 
ence: The animal is cut into its pieces, but its pieces are not cut 
into pieces, that statement applies in a case where one cuts the 
head completely in half. But in a case where the sides of the head 
remain joined, we have no problem with it. Therefore, no proof can 
be cited from here. 


Mar, son of Ravina, said: The fact that we follow a non-quantifiable 
majority is derived from the halakha of the breaking of a bone in 
the Paschal offering, as the Merciful One states: “Nor shall you 
break a bone thereof” (Exodus 12:46). Mar, son of Ravina, sug- 
gested: And let us be concerned that perhaps the brain membrane 
was perforated and the animal is a tereifa, as it is impossible to 
examine its brain membrane since one may not break its bones. 
Rather, is the reason we are not concerned for this not due to the 
fact that we say: Follow the majority of animals, which are not 
tereifot? 


The Gemara asks: From where is that conclusion drawn? Perhaps 
the reference is to a case where one places a coal on the head and 
burns through the head, exposing the brain membrane, and then 
examines it, as it is taught in a baraita: One who cuts the sinews 
or burns the bones" of the Paschal offering is not subject to lashes 
due to the prohibition of breaking bones. Therefore, no proof can 
be cited from here either. 


Rav Nahman bar Yitzhak said: It is derived from the halakha of 
the tail of a lamb brought as a peace offering, with regard to which 
the Merciful One states: “And he shall sacrifice of the peace offer- 
ing... the fat tail” whole, which he shall remove opposite the ramp 
bone” (Leviticus 3:9), meaning that the tail must remain intact and 
may not be cut. Rav Nahman bar Yitzhak suggested: And let us be 
concerned that perhaps the segment of the spinal column in the 
tail was severed" prior to slaughter, rendering the animal a tereifa 
and unfit for sacrifice. Rather, is the reason we are not concerned 
for this not due to the fact that we say: Follow the majority of 
animals, which are not tereifot? 
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And if you would say in rejection of that proof that one severs the 
tail from below the spine, in a place that would not render the 
animal a tereifa, the Merciful One states: “Opposite the rump 
bone [he‘atze],” the place where the kidneys advise [yo‘atzot]," 
This is a location where severing the spinal column renders the 
animal a tereifa. Consequently, the proof that the majority is 
followed remains intact. 


The Gemara asks: From where is that conclusion drawn? Perhaps 
the reference is to a case where one splits the tail and examines the 
spinal column. And if that could not be, due to the requirement that 
the fat tail remain “whole,” that statement applies in a case where 
one cuts the tail completely in half. But in a case where the sides 
of the tail remain joined, we have no problem with it. Therefore, 
no proof can be cited from here. 


Rav Sheshet, son of Rav Idi, said: The principle of following a 
non-quantifiable majority is derived from the halakha of the heifer 
whose neck is broken® when a person is found killed in an area that 
is between two cities and the murderer is unknown (Deuteronomy 


21:1-9). As the Merciful One states: “And all the elders of that city... 


shall wash their hands over the heifer whose neck was broken, in 
the valley” (Deuteronomy 21:6), from which it is inferred: Other 
than its neck being broken, the heifer should remain in a state 
where it is whole." And if one does not follow the majority, let us 
be concerned that perhaps the animal is a tereifa. Rather, is the 
reason we are not concerned for this not due to the fact that we say: 
Follow the majority of animals, which are not tereifot? 


And if you would say in rejection of that proof that there is no need 
for an examination, as what difference is there whether itis a tereifa, 
since it is neither eaten nor sacrificed, didn’t they say in the school 
of? Rabbi Yannai: A term of atonement is written in its regard (see 
Deuteronomy 21:8), indicating that the halakhic status of the heifer 
whose neck is broken is like that of sacrificial animals, and a tereifa 
is unfit for use in that ritual? 


Rabba bar Rav Sheila said: The principle of following an unquan- 
tifiable majority is derived from the halakha of the red heifer,’ with 


regard to which the Merciful One states: “And he shall slaughter... 


and he shall burn” (Numbers 19:3, 5), from which it is derived: Just 
as its slaughter is performed when it is whole, so too its burning 
is performed when it is whole." And if the majority is not followed, 
let us be concerned that perhaps the animal is a tereifa. Rather, is 
the reason we are not concerned for this not due to the fact that we 
say: Follow the majority of animals, which are not tereifot? 


And if you would say in rejection of that proof that there is no need 
for an examination, as what difference is there whether it is a tereifa, 
since it is neither eaten nor sacrificed, the Merciful One called it 
hatat, meaning purification, just as a sin offering is called hatat, 
indicating that in both cases a tereifa is unfit. 


The Merciful One states, opposite the rump bone, the place 
where the kidneys advise — Dip KIANI Was TYLA navy 
nixyp nvbanw: The parts of a sheep that are sacrificed on the altar 


HALAKHA 
is disqualified, because the Torah employs a term of atonement 
in its regard (Rambam Sefer Nezikin, Hilkhot Rotze‘ah UShmirat 
HaNefesh 10:2). 


include the fat tail with the vertebrae of the spinal column until 


the area of the kidneys (Rambam Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh 


Hakorbanot 1:18). 


Whose neck was broken.. 


„where it is whole - Twa AANA 
mw: A blemish does not disqualify a heifer for use in the rite of 


Its burning is when it is whole - mw NIJD DW: Just as a 
red heifer must be complete when slaughtered, so too it must be 
complete when it is burned. If one flayed and quartered the heifer 
prior to burning it, it is fit after the fact (Rambam Sefer Tahara, 
Hilkhot Para Aduma 4:12). 


the heifer whose neck is broken. Nevertheless, if it was a tereifa it 


BACKGROUND 


Heifer whose neck is broken - nany may: When a 
murder victim's corpse is found outside a town and 
he identity of the person who caused his death in 
unknown, the Torah mandates a course of action 
see Deuteronomy 21:1-9): First, members of the Grea 
Sanhedrin measure the distance between the corpse 
and the nearest town, to determine which town mus 
perform the rite of the heifer whose neck is broken. 
This measurement is carried out even if it is obvi- 
ous which town is closest. Afterward, the elders o 
hat town bring a heifer that has never been used 
or any labor and break its neck in a valley that is no 
illed. The elders wash their hands and make a state- 
ment absolving themselves of guilt. If the murderer 
is discovered before the heifer is killed, the rite is no 
performed. 


Didn't they say in the school of — 37 Vat 71: This 
unique expression is rooted in the practice of those 
generations. During the lifetime of a prominent Sage, 
his students would bond and form a close-knit com- 
munity. The Sages of that school would study Torah 
together according to the methodology espoused by 
their teacher, and would often continue this practice 
even after their teacher's death. In the period of the 
tanna‘im, this phenomenon was expressed with the 
phrase: It was taught in the school of so-and-so, in 
the sense that the halakha was taught in the study 
hall of a particular Sage. The phrase: The Sages of the 
school of so-and-so said, was generally employed in 
the period of the amora’im, or in the period of the 
tanna‘im with regard to matters not incorporated 
in the Mishna. 


Red heifer — marty 179: In order to eliminate the 
ritual impurity imparted by a corpse, purification is 
achieved by means of water mixed with the ashes 
of a red heifer (see Numbers, chapter 19). This heifer 
and nearly all of its hairs must be entirely red; even 
two black hairs disqualify it for this ritual. Similarly, it 
must be unblemished, and it must not have been 
used for any labor. The red heifer was slaughtered 
on the Mount of Olives outside Jerusalem, and its 
blood was sprinkled toward the Temple seven times. 
The heifer was then burned on a special pyre, to 
which cedarwood, hyssop, and crimson wool were 
added (see Numbers 19:6). The ashes from this pyre 
were then gathered and mixed in a vessel with water 
drawn from a spring. Three hyssop branches were 
dipped in the water and the purification water was 
then sprinkled on the impure person. A single drop 
from the mixture on the third and seventh days of his 
purification sufficed. Regardless of where on the body 
of the impure person the purification water landed, it 
was effective in purifying him. 
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HALAKHA 
The two goats, that the two goats should be equal — 
ONY DAW Iw OPYbT yw: The mitzva requires that the 
two goats of Yom Kippur be equal in appearance, in size, 
and in value (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Avodat Yom 
HaKippurim 5:14). 


Perek I 
Daf11 Amud b 


HALAKHA 
Perhaps one of the animals is a tereifa - 171.410 xoa 
mp": A scapegoat that is a tereifa is unfit for use in that 
ritual (Kesef Mishne). See the Mahari Kurkus, who questions 
why the Rambam cited a different source for this halakha 
than the Gemara here (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Avo- 
dat Yom HaKippurim 5:18). 


The goat did not reach halfway down the mountain, 
etc. = ^91 17 mya wa tO K: When the designated 
person cast the scapegoat from the cliff it would descend, 
and by the time it was halfway down its body was torn 
limb from limb (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Avodat Yom 
HaKippurim 3:7). 


The majority of acts of intercourse are attributable 
to the husband — byan biai nbwa ain: In the case of 
a woman about whom rumors spread that she commit- 
ted adultery, there is no suspicion that her children are 
mamzerim, even if everyone is gossiping about her, as 
the majority of acts of intercourse are attributable to the 
husband (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Issurei Bia 15:20; 
Shulhan Arukh, Even HaEzer 4:15). 


There is no steward for restraining sexual immorality — 
now DIBHWIDN px: One does not appoint even a reliable, 
upright man to serve as guard of a courtyard in which 

women reside, even if he stands outside the courtyard, 
because there is no steward for restraining sexual immoral- 
ity. This halakha is based on the Jerusalem Talmud, Ketubot 
1:8 (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Issurei Bia 22:15; Shulhan 

Arukh, Even HaEzer 22:15). 


LANGUAGE 

Steward [apotropos] — Disiwisx: From the Greek 
énitpomos, epitropos, meaning one appointed by the 
monarchy to govern a district or state. The Sages typically 
employed this term to refer to a person appointed to tend 
to the affairs of minors or others incapable of tending to 
their own affairs, or to a person appointed by the owner 
to tend to his property. 
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Rav Aha bar Ya’akov said: The fact that one follows a non- 
quantifiable majority is derived from the halakha of the scapegoat,” 

with regard to which the Merciful One says: “And he shall take the 

two goats ... one lot for the Lord and one lot for Azazel” (Leviticus 

16:7-8). From the fact that the verse mentions the two goats together, 
the Sages inferred that the two goats should be equal." But how 

can it be ascertained that they are equal; let us be concerned 


BACKGROUND 


Scapegoat — none vyw: The Torah requires that lots be 
drawn on Yom Kippur between two goats, one to be sacrificed 
as asin offering in the Temple, and one to be sent to Azazel (see 
Leviticus, chapter 16). The latter goat was thrown from a high 
desert cliff in the wilderness, between approximately 12 and 
15 km from Jerusalem. Before sending the goat to its death, the 
High Priest would burden it with all the sins of the Jewish people, 
encompassing both their intentional and their inadvertent viola- 
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tions. This was accomplished through the High Priest placing his 
hands on the animal’s head and confessing the sins of the Jewish 
people. During the confession the High Priest pronounced the 
ineffable name of God three times, and all present prostrated 
themselves in reverence. Afterward, he dispatched the goat 
to the wilderness with a person specifically designated for this 
task. The service associated with this goat was an essential part 
of the Yom Kippur ritual. 


that perhaps one of the animals, the scapegoat, is a tereifa." Since 
it is not slaughtered, but is rather cast from a cliff while alive, there 
is no way to ascertain that it is not a tereifa. Rather, is the reason we 
are not concerned for this not due to the fact that we say: Follow 
the majority of animals, which are not tereifot? 


And if you would seek to reject that proof and say that there is no 
need for an examination, as what practical difference is there to 
us whether it is a tereifa, since it is neither eaten nor sacrificed, and 
the two goats are fit after the fact even if they are not equal (see 
Yoma 62a); doesn’t the lot determine the goat for Azazel only with 
regard to an item, a goat, that is fit for sacrifice to the Lord? And 
if you would say that we examine the goat after it is cast from the 
cliff and do not rely on a majority, but didn’t we learn in a mishna 
(Yoma 67a): The goat did not reach halfway down the mountain" 
until it was torn limb from limb. 


Rav Mari said: The fact that one follows a non-quantifiable majority 
is derived from the halakha of one who strikes his father or his 
mother,’ with regard to whom the Merciful One states: Kill him 
(see Exodus 21:15). Rav Mari clarifies: But let us be concerned that 
perhaps the man that he struck is not actually his father. Rather, is 
the reason we are not concerned for this not due to the fact that we 
say: Follow the majority, and the majority of acts of intercourse 
performed by a married woman are attributable to the husband." 


The Gemara asks: From where is that conclusion drawn? Perhaps 
the reference is to a case where at the time he was conceived his 
mother and father were incarcerated together in prison. Therefore, 
the fact that it was his father that he struck is based on certainty, 
not a majority. The Gemara answers: Even so, there is no steward 
[apotropos |' for restraining sexual immorality," and the identity of 
his father is not based on certainty. 


One who strikes his father or his mother — 2%) wax 7372: It is 
prohibited by Torah law (Exodus 21:15) for one to strike his father 
or mother. If one violates this prohibition and draws blood or 


BACKGROUND 


If he strikes his father or mother and does not draw blood or 
cause a bruise, he is liable to pay the five types of indemnity 
for an injury. 


causes a bruise, he is liable to be executed by strangulation. 
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Rav Kahana said: It is derived from the halakha of one who kills 
another person," with regard to whom the Merciful One states: Kill 
him (see Exodus 21:12). Rav Kahana clarifies: And let us be con- 
cerned that perhaps the person that he killed was a tereifa, one who 
has a wound or condition that will lead to his death within twelve 
months. One who kills a tereifa is exempt from capital punishment 
because in that sense, the halakhic status of a tereifa is that of a dead 
person. Rather, is the reason we are not concerned for this not due 
to the fact that we say: Follow the majority of people, who are not 
tereifot? 


And if you would seek to reject that proof and say that we examine 
the corpse to determine whether he was a tereifa, wouldn't the corpse 
be mutilated through that examination? And if you would say that 
due to concern for the possibility of an unjustified loss of life of 
that murderer, we will mutilate the corpse to determine whether the 
victim was a tereifa, it would remain necessary to rely on the majority, 
as let us be concerned that perhaps there was a perforation in the 
place that he stabbed the victim with the sword. 


Ravina said: It is derived from the halakha of conspiring witnesses,® 
with regard to whom the Merciful One states: “And you shall do 
unto him as he had conspired to do unto his brother” (Deuteronomy 
19:19). If the witnesses testified falsely that a person is guilty of a capital 
offense, they are liable to receive the death penalty. And let us be 
concerned that perhaps that person against whom they testified was 
a tereifa, and they should not be executed for conspiring to have a 
tereifa executed. Rather, is the reason we are not concerned for this 
not due to the fact that we say: Follow the majority of people, who 
are not tereifot? 


And if you would say in rejection of that proof that we examine the 
corpse of the executed defendant to determine whether he was a 
tereifa, but isn’t it taught in a baraita that a distinguished Sage 
[beribbi]' says with regard to witnesses who conspired to have a 
person killed based on their testimony: If the conspiring witnesses 
have not yet killed the accused with their testimony, they are exe- 
cuted; but if they killed the accused with their testimony, they are 
not executed." 


Rav Ashi said: The principle of following a non-quantifiable majority 
is derived from the halakha of slaughter itself, with regard to which 
the Merciful One states: Slaughter the animal and eat it. And let us 
be concerned that perhaps he is slaughtering the animal in the place 
of a preexisting perforation. Rather, is the reason we are not con- 
cerned for this not due to the fact that we say: Follow the majority 
of animals that are not tereifot? 


Rav Ashi said: I stated this halakha before Rav Kahana, and some 
say that Rav Kahana stated this halakha before Rav Shimi, and the 
Sage before whom the halakha was stated said to the one who stated 
it: And perhaps where it is possible to examine the situation it is 
possible, and the majority is not followed; but where it is not pos- 
sible to examine the situation it is not possible, and the majority 
is followed. 


As if you do not say so, then according to Rabbi Meir, who despite 
the existence of a majority takes the minority into consideration" 
and does not follow the majority, is it indeed true that one does not 
eat meat due to the concern that there was a perforation in the place 
that he slaughtered the animal? And if you would say, indeed, 
according to Rabbi Meir it is prohibited to eat meat, 


Rabbi Meir who takes the minority into consideration - X23) 
xen) wryt: Rabbi Meir stated his opinion with regard to a minor 
boy or girl, as he disagrees with the Rabbis and holds that minors 
may perform halitza or enter into levirate marriage only after they 
reach majority, lest they be found to be people who never develop 


NOTES 


sexually and the levirate marriage will be a case of one who has 
intercourse with his brother's wife in a situation where there is no 
mitzva (Yevamot 61b). This is the case with regard to which the 
Gemara initially asked: From where is this matter that the Sages 
said: Follow the majority, derived? 


e publisher 


HALAKHA 


One who kills another person - waan ny ayin: 
The presumptive status of every person is that his 
body is intact. Therefore, one who kills another is 
executed, unless it is determined that the victim 
was a tereifa (Rambam Sefer Nezikin, Hilkhot Rotze'ah 
UShmirat HaNefesh 2:8). 


If the witnesses have not yet killed they are 
executed, if they killed they are not executed — 
PA px ana Pa aad x5: If the person against 
whom conspiring witnesses testified was executed 
by the court on the basis of their testimony, and only 
later did witnesses come and render them conspir- 
ing witnesses, the witnesses are not executed, in 
accordance with the baraita (Rambam Sefer Shofe- 
tim, Hilkhot Edut 20:2). 


BACKGROUND 

Conspiring witnesses — panit oy: The halakha 
with regard to conspiring witnesses appears in the 
Torah: “Ifan unrighteous witness rises up against any 
man to bear perverted witness against him...And 
the judges shall inquire diligently; and behold, if the 
witness is a false witness. ..then you shall do to him 
as he conspired to do to his brother” (Deuteronomy 
19:16—-19). The specifics of this halakha are analyzed 
in great detail in tractate Makkot. Not all witnesses 
whose testimony is disqualified, including proven 
iars, are considered conspiring witnesses. Witnesses 
are deemed conspiring witnesses only if a second 
pair of witnesses testifies that the first pair could 
not possibly testify to the event in question, as they 
were with them elsewhere at that time. 

The Sadducees understood the verse as saying 
hat a conspiring witness is punished for causing 
bodily or monetary harm to another, whereas the 
radition of the Sages, based on the phrase: “As he 
conspired to do,’ is that a witness is punished only if 
he conspired to bring about a sentence that was not 
actually carried out. Conspiring witnesses receive 
he same punishment they planned to impose 
upon the victim of their false testimony, whether 
it is corporal or monetary punishment, or even the 
death penalty. 


LANGUAGE 

Distinguished Sage [beribbi] — +373: This appel- 
lation, berabbi or beribbi, is a contraction for ben 
Rabbi. By the time of the tannaitic era, this term was 
used as an honorific for an important Torah scholar, 
distinguished in his generation, in the sense of son 
of the prominent, or son of Sages. This appellation 
was employed whether the father of the Sage in 
question was actually prominent or a Sage, e.g., 
Rabbi Oshaya berabbi, who was the son of the Sage 
Rabbi Hama bar Rabbi Bisa, or whether his father 
was not prominent. When the term berabbi appears 
after the name of one Sage and is followed by the 
name of another Sage, it usually means: son of that 
Sage. When it appears after the name of a Sage but 
is not followed by the name of another Sage it is a 
reference to his prominence. Occasionally, a Sage 
is called simply berabbi, an honorific title without 
aname. 
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HALAKHA 


A person who saw one who slaughtered, etc. — 
“DV ONWY INK MX: It is permitted to give an animal 

for slaughter to one who is known to be not well 

versed in the halakhot of slaughter, provided that 
another supervises the slaughter from start to finish, 
in accordance with the statement of Rav Nahman 

and the conclusion of the Gemara. The Rema writes 

that there are those who rule stringently and prohibit 

giving the animal to a person not well versed in the 

halakhot ab initio, based on an inference drawn from 

the Gemara (3b), and that is the custom (Shu/han 

Arukh, Yoreh De'a 1:3). 


One found a slaughtered chicken — mhiann Kyn 
TYH: It is permitted ab initio to give an animal for 
slaughter to a person whose expertise in the hal- 
akhot of slaughter is unknown, and it is permitted to 
eat from his slaughter, as the majority of those asso- 
ciated with slaughter are experts and have estab- 
ished their ability to slaughter with a steady hand 
and not to faint. In what case may one rely on that 
majority? In a case where the one who performed 
he slaughter is not before us for questioning. But if 
he is before us, one must examine him to ascertain 
his degree of expertise, based on the baraita with 
regard to one who finds a chicken (Beer HaGola). 
The Rema writes: In a situation where it is possible 
o ascertain the truth, one may not rely on presump- 
ive status and permit him to slaughter ab initio, but 
after the fact is it permitted to eat from his slaughter. 
Today the custom is that a person may slaughter 
animals only after receiving authorization from an 
expert Torah scholar. Once he receives that autho- 
rization, one may rely on his slaughter ab initio, and 
there is no need to examine him, whether before or 
after the slaughter (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot 
Shehita 4:7; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh Dea 1:1). 


Where the onlooker knows that the one slaughter- 
ing is not knowledgeable - 33 xt yp: If one 
who is known not to be well versed in the halakhot of 
slaughter slaughters an animal without supervision, 
his slaughter is not valid (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, 
Hilkhot Shehita 4:1; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 1:3). 
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then with regard to the Paschal offering and sacrificial meat that one 
is obligated to eat, what is there to say? Rather, according to Rabbi 
Meir, there is no alternative to saying: Where it is possible to exam- 
ine the situation it is possible, and the majority is not followed; 
where it is not possible to examine the situation it is not possible, 
and the majority is followed. If so, here too, according to the Rabbis, 
it cannot be proven from the above sources that one follows a non- 
quantifiable majority ab initio, as perhaps where it is possible to 
examine the situation it is possible," and where it is not possible to 
examine the situation it is not possible, and the majority is followed. 


§ Rav Nahman says that Rav says: In the case of a person who saw 
one who slaughtered" an animal, if the person saw him slaughtering 
continuously from beginning to end of the act, he is permitted to 
eat from his slaughter, and ifnot, he is prohibited from eating from 
his slaughter. 


The Gemara asks: What are the circumstances? If it is a case where 
the onlooker knows that he is knowledgeable in the halakhot of 
slaughter, why do I require that the onlooker saw the slaughter? Even 
ifhe did not see him slaughter, the onlooker may rely on his slaughter. 
And if the onlooker knows that he is not knowledgeable in the 
halakhot of slaughter, it is obvious that only if the person saw him 
slaughtering from beginning to end he is permitted to eat from 
his slaughter. 


Rather, perhaps it is a case where the onlooker does not know 
whether he is knowledgeable or whether he is not knowledgeable. 
But if that is the case, let us say: The majority of those associated 
with slaughter are experts in the halakhot of slaughter, and one may 
rely on his slaughter. 


Isn’t it taught in a baraita: In a case where one found a slaughtered 
chicken" in the marketplace, or where one said to his agent:" 
Go out and slaughter a chicken, and he went and found the 
chicken slaughtered and he does not know who slaughtered it, its 
presumptive status is that it was slaughtered properly. 


Apparently, we say: The majority of those associated with slaughter 
are experts. Here too, in a case where it is unknown whether he is 
knowledgeable, let us say: The majority of those associated with 
slaughter are experts. 


The Gemara answers: Actually, the reference is to a case where the 
onlooker knows that the one slaughtering is not knowledgeable" 
in the halakhot of slaughter, and where he slaughtered one siman 
before us properly. Lest you say: From the fact that this siman 
was slaughtered properly, that siman was also slaughtered properly; 
therefore, Rav teaches us that this is not so. As, perhaps this siman 
happened to be slaughtered properly for him, but with regard to the 
other siman, perhaps he interrupted the slaughter or perhaps he 
pressed the knife, invalidating the slaughter. 


NOTES 


Here too where it is possible it is possible - WAx7 KIT 123 KIT 
wok: Although the Gemara concludes that one cannot prove 
from the Torah that a non-quantifiable majority should be followed, 
such a majority is followed in halakhic matters. Rashi suggests two 
different explanations for this conclusion. One is that the Torah 
source: “After the majority to incline” (Exodus 23:2), that one follows 
the majority, applies only with regard to a majority that is before us, 
e.g., the Sanhedrin and the nine shops. The fact that one follows 
a majority that is not before us is a halakha transmitted to Moses 
from Sinai. Even though there are Sages, e.g., Rabbi Meir, who take 
the minority into consideration, perhaps, in their opinion, that 
is by rabbinic law (see Tosafot). Alternatively, Rashi explains that 
the conclusion is that there is no difference between the different 


types of majority, and both are derived from the verse “after the 
majority to incline” 


Or where one said to his agent, etc. - ^3) imdwh WY ix: The 
language of the Tosefta (2:6) is: And likewise in the case ofone who 
gave his chicken to one in the marketplace to slaughter and he 
does not know his qualifications, one follows the majority. Some 
commentaries suggest that this is the version that should appear in 
the Gemara here, as according to that version, there is explicit proof 
that the majority of those associated with slaughter are experts. 
Furthermore, if this is the version, it is understandable why, when 
Rav Dimi asks Rav Nahman his dilemma, Rav Nahman does not 
answer him by citing an explicit baraita (Heshek Shlomo). 
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Rav Dimi bar Yosef raised a dilemma before Rav Nahman: With 
regard to one who says to his agent: Go out and slaughter" a 
chicken, and he went and found the chicken slaughtered, what is 
the halakha? Rav Nahman said to him: Its presumptive status is 
that it was slaughtered properly. And he raised another dilemma: 
With regard to one who says to his agent: Go out and separate 
teruma" for me, and he went and found that teruma was separated 
from his produce, what is the halakha? Rav Nahman said to him: 
Its presumptive status is not that teruma was separated. 


Rav Dimi bar Yosef challenged: Whichever way you look at it, your 
ruling is problematic. If there is a presumption that an agent per- 
forms his assigned agency, that should be the case even with regard 

to teruma; and if there is no presumption that an agent performs 

his assigned agency, there should be no such presumption even 

with regard to slaughter. 


Rav Nahman said to Rav Dimi in jest: After you eat a kor of salt 
over it, and analyze the matter at length, you will be able to under- 
stand the difference. Actually, there is no presumption that an 
agent performs his assigned agency," and in the case of slaughter, 
even if perhaps another person heard him instruct the agent and 
that person went and slaughtered the chicken, the slaughter would 
be valid, because the majority of those associated with slaughter 
are experts. By contrast, in the case of teruma, if perhaps another 
person heard him instruct the agent and then went and separated 
his teruma, he becomes one who designates teruma without the 
knowledge of the owner of the produce; and with regard to one 
who designates teruma without the knowledge of the owner of the 
produce, his teruma is not teruma.4 


The Gemara suggests: Let us say that the statement: The majority 
of those associated with slaughter are experts, is a dispute between 
tanna’im, as it is taught in a baraita: In a case where one’s young 
goats and roosters were lost," and the owner went and found 
them slaughtered,‘ Rabbi Yehuda deems the meat forbidden, 
and Rabbi Hanina, son of Rabbi Yosei HaGelili, deems it permit- 
ted. Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi said: The statement of Rabbi Yehuda 
appears correct in a case where the owner found the slaughtered 
animals in a scrap heap, as the concern is that they were thrown 
away because the slaughter was not valid. And the statement of 
Rabbi Hanina, son of Rabbi Yosei HaGelili, appears correct in a 
case where he found them in the house. 


HALAKHA 


One who says to his agent, go out and slaughter — 


NOTES 


And found them slaughtered - npinw Hya: 
Although it is clear that they were slaughtered in a 
valid manner in the sense that the simanim were 
cut with a knife, there is a concern that the slaugh- 
ter was invalidated by the fact that the slaughterer 
interrupted the slaughter or that he pressed the 
knife rather than moved it back and forth. 

In tractate Bava Metzia (24b) the Gemara estab- 
lishes the statement of Rabbi Hanina as being a 
case where there is a Jewish majority in that loca- 
tion, or where there is a gentile majority but most 
of the slaughterers are Jewish. 


aix an action for him and does not know whether he complied, 


duce indicates that the action is satisfactory to him. This is the 


binws Ky imbwh: If one says to his agent: Go out and slaugh- 
ter this animal, and then he finds his animal slaughtered and 
does not know whether it was his agent who slaughtered it or 
someone else, it is permitted to eat that animal, as the majority 
of people associated with slaughter are experts. The halakha is 
in accordance with the opinion of Rav Nahman (Rambam Sefer 
Kedusha, Hilkhot Shehita 4:7; see Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De'a 11). 


One who says to his agent, go out and separate teruma — 
DN ky imdwh MÄN: In a case where one says to his agent: 

Go out and separate teruma from this pile of grain, if he does 
not know whether his agent in fact separated the teruma, and 

he found that teruma was separated, there is no presumption 

that the terumais valid. The concern is that someone else sepa- 
rated the teruma, and with regard to one who separates teruma 
without the knowledge of the owner of the grain, his teruma 
is not teruma, in accordance with the opinion of Rav Nahman. 
The Rema notes that some hold that the presumption is that 
the teruma is valid, although the later authorities expressed 

puzzlement about this opinion, as the ruling of the Gemara 

is explicitly contrary to their opinion (Rambam Sefer Zera‘im, 
Hilkhot Terumot 4:6; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 331:34, and see 
Beur HaGra and Hiddushei Rabbi Akiva Eiger there). 


There is no presumption that an agent performs his agency - 
immhw nviy mow TT px: If one says to his agent to perform 


then with regard to matters involving a prohibition by Torah law, 
there is a presumption that the agent performed his agency 
when it involves a stringency. For example, if he sent the agent 
to betroth a woman on his behalf, the woman may marry 
another only after receiving a bill of divorce. But this presump- 
tion does not allow one to be lenient. In matters of rabbinic law, 
one relies on this presumption for matters of both stringency 
and leniency, in accordance with the statement of Rav Nahman 
(Eiruvin 32a). Some say that even with regard to matters that are 
by Torah law one relies on this presumption in matters of leni- 
ency if it is a matter with regard to which the agent knows that 
failure to fulfill his agency will lead to an increased likelihood 
of transgression. They derive this conclusion from the Gemara 
(Eiruvin 32a), where Rav Sheshet's opinion is explained in that 
manner, as the halakha is ruled in accordance with his opinion 
in ritual matters (Rambam Sefer Nashim, Hilkhot Ishut 9:6 and 
Sefer Zera’im, Hilkhot Terumot 4:6; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 
409:8; Yoreh De‘a 331:34, and in the comment of Rema; and Even 
HaEzer 35:11, and in the comment of Rema). 


One who designates teruma without the knowledge of 
the owner his teruma is not teruma - px nya sow and 
mana inana: If one separates teruma from produce without 
the knowledge of the owner of the produce, e.g., if he separated 
teruma without the authorization of the owner, the produce 
that he separated is not teruma unless the owner of the pro- 


halakha when one took the teruma from produce belonging 
to that owner. By contrast, if he took teruma from his own 
produce on behalf of the produce of another, the produce that 
he separated is teruma, in accordance with the Gemara in trac- 
tate Nedarim (36b) and the Jerusalem Talmud (Rambam Sefer 
Zera'im, Hilkhot Terumot 4:2-3 and Or Same‘ah there; Shulhan 
Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 331:30-31). 


One’s young goats and roosters were lost - WI b aK 
vou: If one lost his goats or his chickens, and he found them 
slaughtered properly in a place where there is a Jewish major- 
ity, it is permitted to eat the meat of the goats and chickens 
whether he found them in the marketplace or in a scrap heap in 
the house. The same ruling applies in a case where the goats or 
chickens were stolen and the majority of thieves in that location 
are Jews. The Rambam prohibits eating them if they are found 
in a scrap heap in the house. If he found them in a scrap heap 
in a marketplace, it is forbidden to eat the meat of the goats 
and the chickens, as a person is prone to cast an unslaughtered 
carcass into the scrap heap. This ruling is in accordance with the 
opinion of Rabbi Hanina, as the amora‘im acted in accordance 
with his opinion (Bava Metzia 24b) and posed a question based 
on his opinion (Gra), and is in accordance with Rav Nahman’s 
explanation of the dispute (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot 
Shehita 4:8; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De'a 1:4). 
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NOTES 

When they disagree is in a scrap heap that is 
in the house - Maav nawxa rwhp 13: The same 
dispute would apply if he found them in a market- 
place and not in a scrap heap, as is evident from 
the Gemara in Bava Metzia (24b), where a lenient 
ruling is given in accordance with the opinion 
of Rabbi Hanina. Apparently then, Rabbi Yehuda 
disagrees with him in that case as well (Josafot; 
Rashba; see Rambam). 
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What, is it not with regard to this matter that they disagree, that 
one Sage, Rabbi Hanina, holds: We say that the majority of those 
associated with slaughter are experts, and one Sage, Rabbi Yehuda, 
holds: We do not say that the majority of those associated with 
slaughter are experts? 


Rav Nahman bar Yitzhak said: No, the fact is that everyone agrees 
that the majority of those associated with slaughter are experts, 
and if he found the slaughtered goats or roosters in the house, 
everyone agrees that it is permitted to eat the meat. If he found 
them in a scrap heap that is in the marketplace, everyone agrees 
that it is prohibited to eat the meat. When they disagree is in a case 
where he found them in a scrap heap that is in the house." One 
Sage, Rabbi Yehuda, holds: A person is prone to cast his unslaugh- 
tered animal carcass onto a scrap heap that is in the house. And 
one Sage, Rabbi Hanina, holds: A person is not prone to cast his 
unslaughtered animal carcass onto a scrap heap that is in the 
house. 


The Master said in the baraita that Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi said: The 
statement of Rabbi Yehuda appears correct in a case where he 
found them in the scrap heap. The Gemara asks: What is the term 
scrap heap referring to in this context? If we say the reference is to 
a scrap heap in the marketplace, didn’t you say that everyone 
agrees that it is prohibited, and it is not merely the opinion of 
Rabbi Yehuda? Rather, it is obvious that he found it on a scrap 
heap that is in the house, and it is in that case that Rabbi Yehuda 
HaNasi rules in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda. 


Say the latter clause of the statement of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi: And 
the statement of Rabbi Hanina, son of Rabbi Yosei HaGelili, 
appears correct in a case where he found them in the house. What 
is the word house referring to in this context? If we say the reference 
is to an actual house, didn’t you say that everyone agrees that it 
is permitted? Rather, it is obvious that he found it ona scrap heap 
that is in the house. If so, it is difficult, as there is a contradiction 
between one statement of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi, where he rules in 
accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda to prohibit the meat 
in a case where it is found in a scrap heap in the house, and another 
statement of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi, where he rules in accordance 
with the opinion of Rabbi Hanina, son of Rabbi Yosei HaGelili, to 
permit the meat in that case. 


The Gemara explains: This is what Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi is saying: 
The statement of Rabbi Yehuda appears correct to Rabbi Hanina, 
son of Rabbi Yosei HaGelili, in a case where one found them in a 
scrap heap that is in a marketplace, as Rabbi Hanina, son of 
Rabbi Yosei HaGelili, disagrees with Rabbi Yehuda only in a case 
where one found them in a scrap heap that is in the house. But in 
a case where he found them in a scrap heap that is ina marketplace 
he concedes to Rabbi Yehuda. And the statement of Rabbi Hanina, 
son of Rabbi Yosei HaGelili, appears correct to Rabbi Yehuda in a 
case where he found them in the house, as he concedes to Rabbi 
Hanina in that case. 
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§ The mishna stated: Everyone slaughters an animal, i.e., can 
perform halakhically valid slaughter, and their slaughter is valid, 
except for a deaf-mute, an imbecile, and a minor, lest they ruin 
their slaughter. The Gemara infers: The tanna does not teach: 
Due to the concern that they ruined their slaughter," in the past 
tense; rather, he teaches: Lest they ruin their slaughter, in the 
future. Rava says: That is to say that one does not give them 
non-sacred animals for slaughter ab initio," even with the 
supervision of others. 


The mishna continues: And for all of them, when they slaugh- 
tered an animal and others see and supervise them, their slaugh- 
ter is valid, including even a deaf-mute, an imbecile, and a minor, 
who lack competence and whose intent is not halakhically effective. 
The Gemara asks: Who is the tanna who taught that we do not 
require intent for slaughter?" 


Rava said: It is Rabbi Natan, as Oshaya, the youngest of the 
company’ of Sages, taught a baraita, stating: If one threw a knife 
to embed it in the wall," and in the course of its flight the knife 
went and slaughtered an animal in its proper manner, Rabbi 
Natan deems the slaughter valid, and the Rabbis deem the 
slaughter not valid. Oshaya teaches the baraita and he states 
about it: The halakha is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi 
Natan that there is no need for intent to perform a valid act of 
slaughter. 


The Gemara asks: How could the slaughter in the baraita be valid? 
But don’t we require that the slaughterer move the knife back and 
forth" on the throat of the animal? When one throws a knife, it 
goes in one direction and does not return. The Gemara answers: 
The case in the baraita is one where the knife went and cut the 
animal's throat, caromed off the wall and came back to cut the 
throat again in its proper manner." 


§ Rabbi Hiyya bar Abba says that Rabbi Yohanan raises a 
dilemma: In matters that require thought and intent, does a 
minor have halakhically effective thought, or does he not have 
halakhically effective thought? 


NOTES 


The tanna does not teach: Due to the concern that they 
ruined their slaughter — np xb bpp saw: Although the 
Gemara later teaches that if others supervise them their slaughter 
is valid after the fact, one does not allow them to slaughter ab 
initio (Rashi). Rabbeinu Tam explains that the reference here is 
to a case where others do not supervise them, and the tanna 
teaches that one may not allow them to slaughter at all, even 
to apprentice and afterward throw the animal to the dogs, lest 
people think that their slaughter is valid (Tosafot on 2a). 


One does not give them non-sacred animals for slaughter 
ab initio — mhna} phan yd pipin prs: One may not give them 
even non-sacred animals, whose slaughter, unlike that of sac- 
rificial animals (see 13a), does not require intent, lest they ruin 
their slaughter. Rabbeinu Gershom Meor HaGola explains that 
the discussion here is with regard to impurity: A haver, who is 
meticulous in avoiding impurity, should not give them non- 
sacred food lest they render it impure before returning it to him. 


If one threw a knife to embed it in the wall - aypiah pap pu 
bnipa: According to Rabbi Natan, one does not even require 
intent to cut. Nevertheless, even according to Rabbi Natan, if 
the knife fell and cut the simanim of the animal, the slaughter 
is not valid, as the slaughter must be generated by a person, as 
the Sages inferred from the verse: “And you shall slaughter. ..and 
you shall eat” (Deuteronomy 27:7); only that which you slaughter 
shall you eat (31a). 


With regard to the opinion of the Rabbis, who disagree with 
Rabbi Natan, the Ramban writes that as long as one's intent is 
to cut, the Rabbis concede that the slaughter was valid. Tosafot 
disagree and hold that mere intent to cut is not sufficient, and 
according to the Rashba, even intent to cut meat is insufficient. 
Rather, one must have intent to cut the windpipe and the gul- 
let. Actual intent to slaughter the animal is necessary only for 
sacrificial animals. 


But don't we require that the slaughterer move the knife back 
and forth, where the knife went and came back in its proper 
manner — RaT mea TY waa pia wya xm: Many com- 
mentaries explain that the requirement is not that one must 
draw the knife back and forth. Rather, it means that the slaughter 
must be performed by drawing the knife over the neck from one 
side to the other, as opposed to pressing the knife. According 

to this understanding, the question in the Gemara is: When he 

throws the knife, and it enters the animal’s neck from the force 

of the throw and the weight of the knife, that is pressing, which 

invalidates the slaughter. The Gemara answers: The reference is 
to a case where the knife cut the neck in its flight in the standard 

manner of cutting from one side of the neck to the other (Heshek 
Shlomo; Meiri; Shita Mekubbetzet; Or Sameah, citing Rambam; 
see Rabbeinu Gershom Meor HaGola). 


rom the publisher 


HALAKHA 


That is to say that one does not give them non-sacred 
animals for slaughter ab initio — pin prs MUZIK Met 
nyna pan i: One may not give an animal to a deaf- 
mute, an imbecile, and a minor for slaughter ab initio, 
even if others are supervising, lest they ruin the slaughter. 
When others are not supervising, one may not give them 
an animal to slaughter even if the intent is to feed the 
flesh to the dogs, in accordance with the explanation of 
Rabbeinu Tam. If the minor has a steady hand, and there 
is adult supervision, itis permitted for him to slaughter ab 
initio, and it is permitted to eat from his slaughter (Sukka 
32b), although some say that he must also be well versed 
in the halakhot of slaughter (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hil- 
khot Shehita 4:5; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 1:5; Maharshal; 
Bah). 


That we do not require intent for slaughter - jaya xt 
mom mm2: Slaughter of a non-sacred animal does not 
require intent. Therefore, if a deaf-mute, an imbecile, a 
minor, one who is drunk, one who is confused, or one who 
is possessed by a demon performed slaughter, and others 
saw that the slaughter was executed properly, the slaugh- 
ter is valid, in accordance with the inference drawn from 
the mishna and the opinion of Rabbi Natan. If a knife fell 
on its own and cut the simanim, the slaughter is not valid, 
as the slaughter must be generated by a person, based on 
the Gemara (31a) and the mishna (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, 
Hilkhot Shehita 2:11-12; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh Dea 3:1). 


If one threw a knife to embed it in the wall - pap pt 
bnisa ayyid: If one threw a knife to embed it in the wall 
and it slaughtered an animal in its flight, then since the 
slaughter was performed properly and was generated by 
a person, the slaughter is valid, in accordance with the 
opinion of Rabbi Natan (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot 
Shehita 2:11-12; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh Dea 3:1). 


But don't we require that the slaughterer move the 
knife back and forth - wam Thin ya XT: One is 
required to slaughter by drawing the knife over the neck 
of the animal back and forth. In a case where one slaugh- 
tered by drawing the knife in one direction, if the knife is 
twice as long as the neck, his slaughter is valid, in accor- 
dance with the mishna on 30b (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, 
Hilkhot Shehita 2:7, 9; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De'a 24:2). 


PERSONALITIES 


Oshaya the youngest [zeeira] of the company 
[havraya] - SN p37 KPY MYwiN: The identity of this 
Sage, who is mentioned a few times in the Talmud, is 
not clear. Some identify him as Rav Oshaya, the third- 
generation amora who ascended from Babylonia to Eretz 
Yisrael with his brother Rabbi Hanina and studied Torah 
with Rabbi Yohanan. 

Elsewhere, it is related that he would lecture and 
admonish the multitudes, and his words were well 
received, as they understood that his actions were for 
the sake of God. This may be the source of his appellation, 
Zeeira, meaning small, because he would diminish his 
importance. It is possible that he initiated the appellation 
as a manifestation of his humble nature. Others suggest 
that the reference is to Rabbi Hoshaya of Teraya (Jerusalem 
Talmud, Bava Kamma 10:10), a fourth-generation amora 
in Eretz Yisrael. Some explain zeeira to mean that he was 
short, while others say that the appellation was due to the 
fact that there was an older Sage named Oshaya. Rashi 
(31a) cites an explanation that Oshaya Ze’eira was simply 
his name. 

The commentaries differ with regard to the meaning of 
the term havraya. Rashi, based on the Jerusalem Talmud 
(Sanhedrin 1:2), explains that he was the youngest of the 
company [havraya] in the yeshiva. Tosafot explain that 
havraya is the name of a place mentioned in the Midrash, 
whose location is unknown. 
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HALAKHA 


They do not have the capacity for effective thought — 
navn a px: A minor may not slaughter sacrificial ani- 
mals even with adult supervision, as sacrificial animals 
require intent and a minor is halakhically incapable of 
intent, in accordance with the statement of Rabbi Ami 
(Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 1:6 and 
Kesef Mishne there). 


An acorn, a pomegranate, or a nut which minors hol- 
lowed — nipi»n oappmy nagn piam sox: With regard 
to items that assume the halakhic status of a vessel based 
on the intent of the user, e.g., a ring used for an animal that 
one intended to use for a person, if it was a minor who had 
that intent, the item in question does not become ritually 
impure. Nevertheless, an acorn, a pomegranate, or a nut 
that minors hollowed in order to measure dust or to affix 
onto a scale may become ritually impure. This is because 
in accordance with the mishna in Kelim (17:15), although 
a deaf-mute, an imbecile, and a minor do not have the 
capacity for effective thought, they have the capacity to 
perform an action (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Kelim 
2:1, 8:10-11, 25:11). 


NOTES 

What is different about the action of a minor that 
Rabbi Yohanan does not raise a dilemma...an acorn 
or a pomegranate - ...v) wan KP NYT TYY KIW NII 
pam heen: The reference is not to a mere action; rather, 
the reference is to a case like the one here, where intent 
is required and the action indicates the underlying intent. 
According to the mishna cited here, the action is effective 
even if it was performed by a minor. 
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Rabbi Ami said to Rabbi Hiyya bar Abba: And let Rabbi Yohanan 
raise this dilemma with regard to the action of a minor, whether 
the action of a minor that indicates intent is effective. What is dif- 
ferent about the action of a minor that Rabbi Yohanan does not 
raise a dilemma? Is it due to the fact that we learned in a mishna 
(Kelim 17:15): A deaf-mute, an imbecile, and a minor have the capac- 
ity to perform an action that is halakhically effective? With regard 
to thought as well let him not raise this dilemma, as we learned 
in the same mishna: They do not have the capacity for halakhically 
effective thought." 


DAPRE rag phage oe BN 
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As we learned in that mishna: With regard to an acorn,’ a 
pomegranate," or a nut,® which minors hollowed" in order to 
measure dirt with them or that they affixed to a scale, the halakhic 
status of those shells is that of vessels, and they are susceptible to 
ritual impurity. By contrast, if the minors merely thought to use 
the shells for measuring or weighing, unlike adults, they do not 
thereby render those shells into vessels. The reason for this distinc- 
tion is due to the fact that they have the capacity to perform 
an action, 


BACKGROUND 


Acorn [alon] — ioe: The oak, genus Quercus, which was ubiqui- 
tous in Eretz Yisrael until modern times is a large, sturdy tree with 

wide, knotted branches, with a unique fruit, the acorn, which 

consists of an elongated nut-like fruit that sits in a cupule that is 

referred to here as alon. 

There are three types of oak trees in Eretz Yisrael: The Aleppo 
oak, Quercus infectoria, whose gall is used to process hides and 
as an additive to ink; the Valonia oak, Quercus ithaburensis, on 
which the insect from which scarlet dye is produced grows, and 
the Palestine oak, Quercus calliprinos, which, as opposed to the 
first two, is an evergreen tree. 


Acorns from the Palestine oak 


Nut — tia: The reference here is to the fruit of the walnut tree, 
Juglans regia, a tree that is mentioned only once in the Bible 

(Song of Songs 6:1), but which appears often in rabbinic lit- 
erature. The tree grows high and branched. Its fruit, which was 

popular with children, is used in producing oil, and its green husk 

is used for dyeing. The shell of the walnut can be used as a small 

receptacle for measurement or as a small oil lamp. 


Acorns from the Valonia oak 


Walnuts 


Acorns from the Aleppo oak 


Open walnut shell, usable as a small tool, and kernel 
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but they do not have the capacity to effect a halakhic status by means 
of thought. 


Rabbi Hiyya bar Abba said to Rabbi Ami: With regard to a case of 
effecting a halakhic status by means of thought alone, Rabbi Yohanan 
does not raise a dilemma. When he raises a dilemma, it is with 
regard to a case where his thought is discernible from his actions." 


For example, in a case where an animal that is brought as a burnt 
offering was standing in the south of the Temple courtyard and a 
minor took it to the north of the courtyard, the designated place for 
its slaughter, and slaughtered it" there, what is the halakha? Can 
one conclude from the fact that he took it to the north and slaugh- 
tered it there that he had the intent to slaughter the animal for the 
sake of a burnt offering; or perhaps he moved the animal to the north 
because a place did not happen to be available for him in the south? 


Rabbi Ami asked: But with regard to this matter, too, Rabbi Yohanan 
already said a conclusive resolution one time, as we learned in a 
mishna (Makhshirin 6:1): In the case of one who takes his produce" 
up to the roof to protect it from insects,’ and dew fell upon it, 
the produce is not in the category of the verse: “But when water is 
placed upon the seed” (Leviticus 11:38), from which it is derived that 
produce becomes susceptible to ritual impurity® only if it is damp- 
ened by one of seven liquids and its owner was agreeable to its damp- 
ening. And if after taking the produce up to the roofhe intended that 
the produce would be dampened by dew, the produce is in the 
category of the verse “But when water is placed upon the seed.” 


That mishna continues: In a case where a deaf-mute, an imbecile, or 
a minor took the produce up to the roof, even if they intended that 
the produce would be dampened by dew, the produce is not in the 
category of the verse “But when water is placed upon the seed” due 
to the fact that they have the capacity to perform an action but they 
do not have the capacity for halakhically effective thought. 


And Rabbi Yohanan says: The tanna taught this halakha only in a 
case where the minor did not turn them over. But if he turned 
them over, indicating that he wants them to be dampened by the 
dew, the produce is in the category of the verse “But when water is 
placed" upon the seed.’ Evidently, Rabbi Yohanan rules that when 
the intention of a minor is apparent from his actions, it is halakhically 
effective. 


Rabbi Hiyya bar Abba said to Rabbi Ami that this is the dilemma 
that Rabbi Yohanan raises: In a case where the intent of a minor is 
clear from his actions, is the fact that his thought is effective by Torah 
law or by rabbinic law?" That is one version of the exchange between 
Rabbi Hiyya bar Abba and Rabbi Ami. 


Insects — 7333: In rabbinic Hebrew, this term refers to insects in 
general. In modern Hebrew, the term is employed in reference 
to aphids. The reference here is to insects that infest fruits. Apples, 
pears, and crab apples are infested with the caterpillars of the 
codling moth, Cydia pomonella, and plums and peaches are 
infested with the caterpillars of the peach twig borer, Anarsia 


lineatella. 


When one spreads the fruits in the sun, the caterpillars leave 
the fruit. If one is careful, he can prevent them from moving to 
other fruits and exterminate them. This explains why the fruit was 


taken specifically up to the roof. 


BACKGROUND 
Susceptibility to ritual impurity — wz: In order for agricultural 
produce to become susceptible to ritual impurity, it must be 
detached from the earth and then come into contact with water 
or certain other liquids. The phrase “when water is placed upon 
the seed” indicates that the owner of the produce must be agree- 
able to the fact that the produce was dampened. If the owner 
was not agreeable, the produce is not rendered susceptible to 
ritual impurity. The Talmud contains numerous discussions about 
specific instances in which it is unclear whether the owner is 
agreeable to the dampening of the produce. 


NOTES 


When he raises a dilemma it is with regard to a case 
where his thought is discernible from his actions — 


stated verbally. Rather, the intent is clear from his actions, 
e.g., one who moves the burnt offering from the south 
to the north of the courtyard. According to this opinion, 
were the minor to explicitly declare that he is slaughter- 
ing the animal as a burnt offering, his slaughter would 
be valid (see 12b). 

According to Tosafot there is no significance to such 
a statement of the minor. Instead, Josafot interpret the 
case of: His thought is discernible from his actions, as 
referring to an action that seems to indicate his intent 
although it is not absolutely clear. Therefore, the ques- 
tion is whether that action is effective in conveying his 
intent. According to that opinion, the example cited in 
the Gemara is appropriate, as perhaps the action could 
be interpreted differently. 


If he turned them over it is in the category of the verse: 
But when water is placed — jmy 933 At IT [Ta OT: 
This is an action from which the intent is obvious (Rashi). 
According to Josafot (12b), his intent is not unequivocal, 
as perhaps in overturning the produce his intent was to 
rid the produce of insects by enabling them to emerge 
from the other side. In the Jerusalem Talmud (Jerumot 
1:11) Rav Huna says that the action in question is rubbing 
the produce with water (see Tosafot on 12b and Shita 
Mekubbetzet). 


By Torah law or by rabbinic law — 2377 ie MOMTINT: If 
it is by Torah law, then one may rely on the action as an 
indication of intent even to be lenient, e.g., to deem valid 
the slaughter of a minor who took his burnt offering to 
the north of the courtyard. If it is by rabbinic law, one 
views the action as an indication of intent only to be 
stringent, e.g., to deem produce that a minor took up 
to the roof and turned them over as susceptible to ritual 
impurity, but not to be lenient (Rashi). 


HALAKHA 


A burnt offering was standing in the south and a minor 
took it to the north of the courtyard and slaughtered 
it — Menws poxa avn) ota diy snp: Even if the 
intent of a minor was obvious from his actions, it is not 
effective. How so? If the animal designated for a burnt 
offering was standing in the southern part of the court- 
yard, and the minor moved the animal to the northern 
part of the courtyard and slaughtered it, then although 
itis clear from his actions that he intended to slaughter a 
consecrated animal, the slaughter is not valid. Neverthe- 
less, one views the action as an indication of intent to the 
degree that one must be stringent (Rambam Sefer Avoda, 
Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 1:6 and Kesef Mishne there). 


One who takes his produce - vpiva nwan: If one takes 
produce up to the roof to prevent infestation and dew 
falls upon it, the produce is not rendered susceptible 
to impurity. If his intent was that dew would fall upon 
it, the produce is rendered susceptible to impurity. If a 
deaf-mute, an imbecile, or a minor took them up to the 
roof, then even if his intent was that dew fall upon them, 
the produce is not susceptible to impurity, as they do not 
have the capacity of effecting a change in halakhic status 
by means of thought. If the minor turned the produce 
over so that dew would fall upon both sides of it, the pro- 
duce is rendered susceptible to impurity, as his intent is 
effective in cases where his intent is clear from his actions 
(Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Tumat Okhalin 14:2). 
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NOTES 
Shmuel asked Rav Huna — X37 399 DRAW MIN KYI: 
Although from this passage it appears that Shmuel was a 
less significant Torah scholar than Rav Huna, Josafot note 
that many other sources indicate that Rav Huna was a 
student of Shmuel. Josafot suggest that the Rav Huna 
mentioned here is not the well-known Rav Huna who was 
a disciple of Rav; rather, it is another Rav Huna. Similarly, 
Tosafot suggest elsewhere (Moed Katan 25a) that there was 
a Rav Huna in the generation preceding Shmuel. Other 
commentaries suggest that it is conceivable that a teacher 
would ask his student a halakhic question, if for no other 
reason than to test him (Ya’avetz). 


One who acts unawares in the slaughter of sacrificial ani- 
mals — mgpa poya: Rashi suggests as an example that 
one intended to lift the knife and in doing so slaughtered 
an animal. If so, Samuel's question is only according to the 
opinion of Rabbi Natan, in accordance with whose opinion 
the Gemara established the mishna (12b), that the slaughter 
of non-sacred animals does not require intent. That is why 
the question was asked with regard to sacrificial animals. By 
contrast, according to the opinion of the Rabbis that even 
the slaughter of non-sacred animals requires intent, even in 
the case of non-sacred animals his slaughter is not valid. 
Alternatively, Tosafot explain that the question is even 
according to the opinion of the Rabbis, in a case where 
one intended to cut the simanim, which is valid for non- 
sacred animals, but did not intend to slaughter the animal 
for the sake of a mitzva. Tosafot add that there is another 
case of acting unawares with regard to sacrificial animals 
and that is one who slaughters a sacrificial animal thinking 
that it is a non-sacred animal (see Zevahim 46b and Shita 
Mekubbetzet). 


Slaughter performed by a gentile renders the animal 
an unslaughtered carcass — mba na Now: This is due 
to the fact that his slaughter is not valid, even if it was 
performed properly and others oversaw the slaughter, 
and with regard to every animal that dies in any manner 
other than valid slaughter, the animal is an unslaughtered 
carcass that imparts impurity through contact and through 
carrying. The source of the halakha that slaughter per- 
ormed by a gentile is not valid is cited in the Josefta (1:1) 
rom the verse: “And you shall slaughter” (Deuteronomy 
12:21), indicating that you shall slaughter but not a gentile. 
Alternatively, Tosafot (3b) suggest that the source is from 
he verse: “And you shall slaughter...and you shall eat” 
(Deuteronomy 27:7), indicating that you may eat from the 
slaughter of one who is commanded in the halakhot of 
slaughter. From the ruling of the Rambam it appears that by 
Torah law only what is slaughtered by an idolater is forbid- 
den, based on the verse: “And slaughter to their gods, and 
hey call you, and you eat of their slaughter” (Exodus 34:15), 
while that which is slaughtered by a gentile who is not an 
idolater is forbidden by rabbinic law (Kesef Mishne; Lehem 
Mishne; Tevuot Shor). Others explain that according to the 
Rambam animals slaughtered by any gentile are forbidden 
by Torah law, but the slaughtered animal does not transmit 
impurity like an unslaughtered carcass. Rather, its halakhic 
status is that of a tereifa that was slaughtered; although it is 
prohibited to eat it, it does not transmit impurity by Torah 
law (Shakh; Rabbi Akiva Eiger). 
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Rav Nahman bar Yitzhak teaches their exchange in this man- 
ner. Rabbi Hiyya bar Abba says that Rabbi Yohanan raises a 
dilemma: With regard to a minor, does he have the capacity 
to perform an action that is halakhically effective or does he 
not have the capacity to perform such an action? 


Rabbi Ami said to Rabbi Hiyya bar Abba: And let Rabbi 
Yohanan raise this dilemma with regard to the thought of a 
minor. What is different about the thought of a minor that 
Rabbi Yohanan does not raise a dilemma? Is it due to the fact 
that we learned in a mishna (Kelim 17:15): A deaf-mute, an 
imbecile, and a minor do not have the capacity for effective 
thought? With regard to action as well let him not raise this 
dilemma, as we learned in the same mishna: They have the 
capacity to perform an action. 


Rabbi Hiyya bar Abba said to Rabbi Ami that this is the 
dilemma that Rabbi Yohanan raises: Is the fact that their 
actions are effective and their thought is ineffective by Torah 
law, and a minor’s action would consequently be effective even 
with regard to the sacrifice of a burnt offering, or is this fact by 
rabbinic law and it is merely a stringency? And Rabbi Yohanan 
resolves the dilemma: They have the capacity to perform an 
action and it is effective, even by Torah law. But they do not 
have the capacity for effective thought, even by rabbinic law. 
Nevertheless, in a case where his thought is apparent from his 
actions, by Torah law he does not have effective thought, and 
by rabbinic law he has effective thought. 


§ Shmuel asked Rav Huna:" From where is it derived with 
regard to one who acts unawares in the slaughter of sacrificial 
animals, i.e., he slaughtered without intending to perform the 
act of slaughter at all, that the offering is disqualified? Rav 
Huna said to him that it is derived from a verse, as it is stated: 
“And he shall slaughter the young bull” (Leviticus 1:5), indicat- 
ing that the slaughter must be for the sake of a young bull, i.e., 
knowing that he is performing an act of slaughter. Shmuel said 
to him: we received this as an established halakha already that 
one must have intent to slaughter the animal ab initio. But from 
where is it derived that intent to slaughter is indispensable’ 
even after the fact? It is derived from a verse, as the verse states: 
“You shall slaughter it to your will” (Leviticus 19:5), indicating: 
Slaughter the animal with your intent, i.e., in the form of a 
purposeful action. 


MI S HN A Slaughter performed by a gentile" ren- 


ders the animal an unslaughtered 
carcass," and the carcass imparts ritual impurity through 
carrying. 


G E M ARA The slaughter renders the animal an 


unslaughtered carcass, yes; an item 
from which deriving benefit is prohibited, no. Who is the 
tanna who taught the mishna? Rabbi Hiyya, son of Rabbi 
Abba, said that Rabbi Yohanan said: It is not in accordance 
with the opinion of Rabbi Eliezer, as, if it were in accordance 
with the opinion of Rabbi Eliezer, doesn’t he say: The 
unspecified thought of a gentile is for idol worship. 


HALAKHA 


One who acts unawares in the slaughter of sacrificial ani- 
mals — mp3 poy: In a case where one slaughtered a 
sacrificial animal, if he did not intend to slaughter it but rather 
acted unawares, the slaughter is not valid, in accordance with 
the opinion of Rav Huna (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei 


HaMukdashin 1:3). 


Slaughter performed by a gentile - 132 nwnw: The hal- 


an unslaughtered carcass, and the animal transmits impurity 
by means of carrying it, even if the one who slaughtered it is a 
minor, and even if he is not an idolater but a gentile who resides 
in Eretz Yisrael and observes the seven Noahide mitzvot (Tur). 
This is the ruling even if others witnessed that he performed 
the slaughter properly (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Shehita 
4:1 and Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Shear Avot HaTumot 2:10; Shulhan 
Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 2:1). 


akhic status of an animal slaughtered by a gentile is that of 
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Rabbi Ami said that this is what the mishna is teaching: Slaughter 
performed by a gentile renders the animal an unslaughtered car- 
cass, but slaughter performed by a heretic™ is for the sake of idol 
worship." The Gemara notes: We learn from an inference in the 
mishna that which the Sages taught explictly in a baraita: Slaughter 
performed by a heretic is for the sake of idol worship and deriving 
benefit from it is prohibited, the halakhic status of his bread is that 
of the bread of a Samaritan," the status of his wine is that of wine 
used for a libation in idol worship, his sacred scrolls that he writes 
are the scrolls of sorcerers" and it is a mitzva to burn them, his 
produce is untithed produce even ifhe separated teruma and tithes, 


and some say: Even 


Slaughter performed by a heretic — jv... nwmw: The Rambam 
writes that a heretic is one who denies the Torah and the proph- 
ecy of Moses. His halakhic status is that of a gentile, and an 
animal that he slaughters is an unslaughtered carcass. Likewise, 
the halakhic status of one who transgresses to express inso- 
lence, even if his transgressing involves only one prohibition, 
is that of a heretic. With regard to one who is a devout idolater, 
which is the definition of a heretic according to Rashi, most 
authorities rule that benefit is forbidden from an animal that 
he slaughters, like that of an animal sacrificed to idolatry. This 
is because the unspecified thought of such an individual is for 
idolatry (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Shehita 4:14; Shulhan 


HALAKHA 


One who slaughters for the sake of idol worship - pniv 
gai ana: It is prohibited to derive benefit from an animal 
that was slaughtered for the sake of idolatry, in accordance 
with the baraita (Rambam Sefer HaMadda, Hilkhot Avoda Zara 
7:3 and Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Shehita 2:14; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh 
Dea 4:5). 


His scrolls are the scrolls of sorcerers — pradip 15D 199: A 
Torah scroll written by a heretic who is a devout idolater shall be 
burned, in accordance with the baraita (Rambam Sefer Ahava, 
Hilkhot Tefillin UMezuza VeSefer Torah 1:13; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh 
De'a 281:1 and Shakh there). 


Arukh, Yoreh De’a 2:5; Levush 1:2; Shakh 3:3). 
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his sons are mamzerim,’ as he is indifferent to his wife's engaging 
in adultery. 


The Gemara asks: And the first tanna, why did he not include the 
ruling that the sons of a heretic are mamzerim? The Gemara answers: 
In his opinion, a heretic does not release his wife and allow her to 
engage in adultery. 


The Master said in the mishna: Slaughter performed by a gentile 
renders the animal an unslaughtered carcass. The Gemara chal- 
lenges this: And let us be concerned that perhaps he is a heretic 
who is a devout idolater and deriving benefit from his slaughter is 
prohibited. Rav Nahman said that Rabba bar Avuh says: There are 
no such heretics among the nations of the world. 


The Gemara asks: But don’t we see that there are? The Gemara 
answers: Say the majority of the people of the nations of the world 
are not heretics, and with regard to slaughter one follows the major- 
ity. The Gemara notes: Rabba bar Avuh holds in accordance with 
that which Rabbi Hiyya bar Abba says that Rabbi Yohanan says: 
The status of gentiles outside of Eretz Yisrael" is not that of idol 
worshippers," as their worship is not motivated by faith and devo- 
tion. Rather, it is a traditional custom of their ancestors that was 
transmitted to them. 


BACKGROUND 


Mamzer — %33: A mamzer is a child born from sexual inter- 
course forbidden by Torah law that carries the punishment of 
karet, e.g., between a married woman and a man other than 
her husband, or between close relatives. An exception to this 
principle is the offspring conceived by a menstruating woman. 
Such a child is not a mamzer, despite the fact that the Torah 
prohibits sexual intercourse with the woman and prescribes 


the punishment of karet. The offspring of an unmarried couple 
is also not a mamzer. A mamzer inherits from his natural father 
and is halakhically considered his father's son in all respects. A 
mamzer may marry only a mamzeret or a convert to Judaism. 
Likewise, a mamzeret may marry only a mamzer or a convert. 
The offspring of that union is a mamzer as well. 


BACKGROUND 


Heretic — 3: The heretics were primarily Christian and non- 
Christian Gnostics with significant expertise in the Bible. 
They sought proof in the Bible for their belief in duality and 
in God's rejection of the Jewish people. They also sought to 
undermine the authenticity of the Bible by raising internal 
contradictions. In their war against Jews and Judaism, these 
heretics often resorted to incitement and slander before 
the Roman authorities. The problem became so acute that 
the Sages were driven to add a nineteenth blessing to the 
Amida prayer, praying for the demise of these heretics and 
slanderers. 


NOTES 


The halakhic status of his bread is that of the bread of 
a Samaritan - *m15 na inva: This is a stringency beyond 
that which applies to the bread of gentiles, as the bread 
of gentiles, which was prohibited to prevent camaraderie, 
was permitted in certain circumstances, e.g., when there is 
no bread of Jews available (see Avoda Zara 35b), while the 
Sages decreed that the halakhic status of bread of Samari- 
tans is like that of the meat of a pig (see Jerusalem Talmud, 
Shevi‘it 8:10). 


— NOTES 9 —HHW———_. 
Gentiles outside of Eretz Yisrael — Yx? myInaw Dia: From 
the Gemara here it is implied that the gentiles in Eretz Yisrael 
are idolaters. If so, this runs counter to the opinion of Rav 
Nahman, who seeks to explain a mishna, which was taught 
in Eretz Yisrael. Tosafot explain that the fact that gentiles 
outside of Eretz Yisrael are not idolaters indicates that the 
gentiles in Eretz Yisrael are similarly not so devout in their 
idol worship that their unspecified slaughter would be 
deemed as devoted to idol worship (see Shita Mekubbetzet). 
From the explanation of other early commentaries it appears 
that the expression: Gentiles outside of Eretz Yisrael, excludes 
the seven Canaanite nations that were in Eretz Yisrael during 
the conquest of Joshua, who were devout idolaters (see 
Rashi on Yevamot 23a; Smag, prohibition 112). With regard to 
the fundamental distinction between Eretz Yisrael and other 
countries, some commentaries explain that in a place des- 
ignated for sanctity, prophecy, and adherence to God, the 
inclination of idol worship intensifies (see Poked Akkarim). 


Is not that of idol worshippers — 17 7 mtia Taip wh: 
Some early commentaries explain that their idolatrous 
actions are certainly included in the prohibition of idolatry, 
but here the reference is to neutral actions like slaughter, 
where there is no concern that their actions are motivated by 
idolatry (Rid; see Hatam Sofer on Gittin 10b). Other commen- 
taries add that this rationale constitutes a reason for leniency 
in various matters, e.g., engaging in business with them 
adjacent to their holidays, and the status of their ordinary 
wine, from which, unlike libation wine, benefit is not forbid- 
den (see Rashi on Avoda Zara 7b and Tosafot on Avoda Zara 
2a and 57b). Some early commentaries understood that even 
actions that they perform for the sake of idolatry are not con- 
sidered actual idol worship (see Rambam's Commentary on 
the Mishna). For that reason, Rabbeinu Tam permitted one 
to administer an oath to a gentile even though he takes the 
oath in the name of his idol (Rosh on Bekhorot 1:1). Likewise, 
Rabbeinu Gershom Meor HaGola permitted wearing the 
garments of priests of idol worship even though they were 
used in idol worship (see Ra‘avya, section 1051). 
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Rav Yosef bar Minyumi says that Rav Nahman says: There are no 
heretics among the nations of the world, i.e., gentile heretics do 
not have the halakhic status of actual heretics. The Gemara asks: 
With regard to what matter did Rav Nahman state the halakha? If 
we say that it is with regard to slaughter, now that you said the 
slaughter ofa Jewish heretic is forbidden, is it necessary to say the 
slaughter of a gentile heretic is forbidden? Rather, it is with regard 
to the halakha that one lowers them" into a pit, i.e., one may killa 
heretic, and Rav Nahman holds that one may not kill them. But this 
too is difficult, as now if one lowers a Jewish heretic into a pit, is it 
necessary to say that one lowers a gentile heretic? 


Rav Ukva bar Hama said: It is stated with regard to accepting an 
offering from them, as it is taught in a baraita with regard to the 
verse: “When any person of you shall bring an offering” (Leviticus 
1:2): The verse states: “Of you,” and not: Of all of you, to exclude 
the Jewish transgressor" who regularly violates a prohibition. Fur- 
thermore, God states: “Of you,” to mean that among you, the Jews, 
I distinguished between a transgressor and other Jews, but not 
among the nations." One accepts an offering from all gentiles, even 
a heretic. 


The Gemara asks: From where do you draw that conclusion? Per- 
haps this is what the verse is saying: With regard to offerings from 
Jews, from righteous Jews accept the offering and from wicked 
Jews do not accept the offering; but with regard to the nations of 
the world, do not accept their offerings at all. The Gemara rejects 
that possibility: That should not enter your mind, as it is taught in 
a baraita with regard to the verse: “Any man [ish ish] from the house 
of Israel... who shall sacrifice his offering” (Leviticus 22:18): Since 
it would have been sufficient to write: A man [ish], what is the 
meaning when the verse states: “Any man [ish ish]”? It serves to 
include the gentiles, who may vow to bring vow offerings and gift 
offerings like a Jew. 


§ The mishna states with regard to an animal slaughtered by a gen- 
tile: And the carcass imparts ritual impurity through carrying. The 
Gemara asks: Isn't it obvious? Since it is considered an unslaugh- 
tered carcass it imparts ritual impurity through carrying. Rava 
said that this is what the tanna is teaching: This slaughtered animal 
imparts ritual impurity through carrying, and you have another 
animal that imparts impurity even in a tent, i.e., if one is beneath 
the same roof with this animal he becomes impure even though he 
neither touched it nor carried it. And which animal is that? That 
animal is an idolatrous offering," and this statement is in accor- 
dance with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda ben Beteira cited below. 


HALAKHA 


With regard to the halakha that one lowers them — ppi: lt isa 
mitzva to kill Jewish idolaters, heretics that treat Torah scholars and the 
Torah that they teach with contempt [apikoros], and one who violates 
prohibitions to express insolence. The Hazon Ish, among others, writes 
that these halakhot were instituted only to repair breaches in the Jewish 
people. Today, killing them will not serve any positive function; on the 
contrary, it is incumbent upon observant Jews to shower love and light 
upon those who stray from the path, to whatever extent possible to 
facilitate their repentance (Rambam Sefer HaMadda, Hilkhot Avoda Zara 
10:1 and Sefer Nezikin, Hilkhot Rotze'ah UShmirat HaNefesh 4:10; Shulhan 
Arukh, Yoreh De'a 158:2 and Hoshen Mishpat 425:5). 


To exclude the Jewish transgressor - Tawan MX rosin: The halakhic 
status of a Jew who is a transgressor for | idol worship or a transgressor 
to desecrate Shabbat in public is like that of a transgressor of the entire 
Torah, and one may not accept an offering from him. The offering of one 
who is a transgressor of any other prohibition is accepted to facilitate 
his repentance, in accordance with the baraita and the explanation (5a) 
in the Gemara (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh Hakorbanot 3:4). 
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Among you | distinguished but not among the nations — npn a23 
niana xd): Gentiles bring only burnt offerings, and one accepts those 
offerings from them even if they are idolaters, based on the baraita 
(Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh HaKorbanot 3:2 and Kesef Mishne 
there). 


Idolatrous offering — ny% 71iay nainn: An idolatrous offering imparts 
impurity through contact and through carrying, like an unslaughtered 
animal carcass, but does not impart impurity in a tent. This ruling is in 
accordance with the second version of Rava’s statement, which inter- 
preted the mishna in accordance with the opinion of the Rabbis, who 
disagree with Rabbi Yehuda ben Beteira. Although other, unattributed, 
mishnayot are in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda ben 
Beteira, that is not the halakhic ruling, as impurity imparted through 
idol worship is by rabbinic law, and consequently the ruling is lenient 
(Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot She'ar Avot HaTumot 6:7 and Kesef Mishne 
there). 
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There are those who say an alternative version of Rava’s statement: 

Rava said that this is what the tanna is teaching: This slaughtered 

animal imparts ritual impurity through carrying, and you have 

another animal that is like this one in that it imparts ritual impu- 
rity through carrying and does not impart impurity in a tent. 
And which animal is this? This animal is an idolatrous offering, 
and this statement is not in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi 

Yehuda ben Beteira. 


As it is taught in a baraita that Rabbi Yehuda ben Beteira says: 
From where is it derived with regard to an idolatrous offering that 
it imparts impurity in a tent? It is derived from a verse, as it is 
stated: “They adhered to Ba’al-Peor and ate the offerings to the 
dead” (Psalms 106:28). Just as a corpse imparts impurity in a 
tent,’ so too an idolatrous offering imparts impurity in a tent. 


MI S H N A In the case of one who slaughters an animal 


at night," and likewise in the case of the 
blind person who slaughters" an animal, his slaughter is valid. 


G E M A RA The Gemara infers from the formulation of 


the mishna: One who slaughters, and not: 
One may slaughter, that with regard to the slaughter of one who 
slaughters at night, after the fact, yes, it is valid, but ab initio, one 
may not do so. The Gemara raises a contradiction from a baraita 
( Tosefta 1:4): One may always slaughter, both during the day and 
at night, both on the rooftop and atop a ship,” indicating that 
slaughter at night is permitted ab initio. 


Rav Pappa said: The tanna of the baraita is referring to a case 
where there is a torch opposite the slaughterer; therefore, it is 
permitted ab initio. Rav Ashi said: The language of the baraita is 
also precise,’ as slaughter at night is taught there in the baraita 
similar to slaughter during the day, based on the juxtaposition: 
Both during the day and at night. And here slaughter at night is 
taught similar to the slaughter performed by a blind person, with 
no light, based on the juxtaposition: One who slaughters at night, 
and likewise the blind person who slaughters. Therefore, the slaugh- 
ter is valid only after the fact. The Gemara concludes: Learn from it. 


BACKGROUND 


The tent of a corpse - nat bate: The halakhot of impurity imparted 
by a corpse, including the halakhot of impurity imparted in a tent 
covering a corpse, are cited in great detail in tractate Oholot. The 
essential halakha of impurity imparted in a tent covering a corpse 
is established by the Torah (Numbers, chapter 19). The Sages derived 
that any covering over a space of at least cubic handbreadth con- 
taining a corpse, or part of a corpse, i.e, its flesh, bones, or limbs, 
becomes a tent over a corpse. Not only does any item subject to 
ritual impurity contained within it become ritually impure itself, 
but it also becomes a primary source of ritual impurity, capable of 


After the fact yes, ab initio not - xb nonna Px Tay: The concern 
is that he will fail to cut a majority of the simanim and be unable to 
examine whether or not he did so because of the darkness (Rashi). 
The Rashba explains that the concern is due to the fact that he does 
not see whether he is performing the slaughter properly (Torat 
HaBayit Hakatzar 4). The latter commentaries discuss the difference 
between these two explanations (see Bah, Taz, and Shakh). 


Both on the rooftop and atop a ship — wx 1a pa aa WNT pa 
mvp: These matters relate to the prohibition mentioned later in 
the Gemara (41a) against slaughtering into the sea, lest people say 
that he is slaughtering the animal to the god of the sea. Here the 
Gemara states that there is no similar prohibition with regard to 


NOTES 


imparting ritual impurity to people and objects. The ability of a room 
to convey impurity is primarily associated with impurity of a corpse, 
although it does feature in the halakhot of leprous houses as well. 
The Gemara here is citing an additional case, that of an idolatrous 
offering, with regard to which there is a tannaitic dispute whether 
it imparts impurity in a tent. 


The language of the baraita is also precise — 73 xp": Sometimes a 
precise reading of the language of a mishna or other tannaitic state- 
ment reveals support for a previously cited opinion of an amora. 


slaughtering on a roof, i.e., lest people say that he is slaughtering to 
the sun or to the moon. Likewise, slaughtering into the sea is not 
prohibited when one is on a ship, because there is no alternative, as 
he cannot dirty the ship with blood (Rashi). Tosafot hold that accord- 
ing to that Gemara it is always prohibited to slaughter into the sea, 
and here the slaughter is onto the sides of the ship, from which the 
blood flows into the sea. Rashi adds that this halakha also relates to 
that which was stated in the Gemara there, that it is prohibited to 
slaughter into a vessel lest people say that his intent is to sprinkle 
the blood for idol worship. When one slaughters atop a roof or ona 
ship it is permitted to slaughter into a vessel, as he does so to avoid 
dirtying the roof or the ship (see Shita Mekubbetzet). 


HALAKHA 

One who slaughters at night - nya vmi: 
One may slaughter an animal at night ab initio pro- 
vided there is a torch or two candles providing light, 
and some say even one candle suffices. Others per- 
mit slaughtering by the light of the moon when it 
is bright. One may not slaughter ab initio if there is 
no torch providing light, or, likewise, in a dark place 
during the day. Nevertheless, if he did slaughter, 
the slaughter is valid (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hil- 
khot Shehita 1:28; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De'a 1171). 


The blind person who slaughters - pnww xow: 
A blind person may slaughter ab initio only with the 
supervision of others. Nevertheless, if he slaugh- 
tered without the supervision of others, his slaugh- 
ter is valid. Some say that he may not slaughter ab 
initio, even with the supervision of others (Rambam 
Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Shehita 4:10; Shulhan Arukh, 
Yoreh De'a 1:9 and Shakh there). 
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HALAKHA 


One who slaughters on Shabbat or on Yom Kip- 
pur - wY Oia Nawa viw: If one slaughters 
an animal on Shabbat or on Yom Kippur, his slaughter 
is valid. According to the Rambam, that is specifically 
when he slaughtered it unwittingly. If he slaughtered it 
intentionally his slaughter is not valid, as before com- 
pleting the act of slaughter he had already assumed 
the status of one who desecrates Shabbat, whose 
slaughter is not valid. According to Tosafot he assumes 
the status of a transgressor only at the conclusion of 
the act of slaughter, and that is the ruling of the Shakh 
and the Taz. With regard to eating the meat of the 
slaughtered animal, see 15a (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, 
Hilkhot Shehita 1:29; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De‘a11:2). 


One may cut the gourds, etc. — pode DX panna 
"131: One may cut hard gourds to place before animals 
on Shabbat, provided that the gourds were detached 
from the ground before Shabbat. Likewise, one may 
cut an unslaughtered carcass to place before dogs 
even if the animal died on Shabbat, in accordance 
with the ruling in the unattributed mishna that there is 
no requirement of preparation for Shabbat (Rambam 
Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 21:18; Shulhan Arukh, 
Orah Hayyim 324:6-7). 


BACKGROUND 

Gourds — porn: The gourds in the mishna are not 
the gourds typically found today from the Cucurbita 
family. Rather, the reference is to the bottle gourd, 
Lagenaria vulgaris, typically called kara in the Tal- 
mud, which is a leafy summer vegetable from the 
gourd family. It generally grows lying on the ground, 
although occasionally it is trellised on trees. The 
fruit of the bottle gourd is greenish white and large, 
40-50 cm by 25-30 cm, and shaped like a bottle or jug. 
The young bottle gourd is typically eaten cooked, and 
its seeds are eaten as a dessert. From the Gemara it is 
clear that uncooked gourds served as animal feed. 


Bottle gourd 


68 


HULLIN : PEREK I: 14A: .P ATN pD 


ax Dna ota nawa vnw ANNA 
TWP inymw - Wwaya ID 9Y 


TIPI IIIA NYT WITT II Was “TDD 
Kaan paon wav nova TDN 177 
KAPTON IDD 


TAY 9D DN OD] WX TPM 217 
gpd poset mes PINTA: KI TITT 
amw D7 nob aNg maT 
- nay awa ‘nba ana xb ox nix 
ne) ard apan yo Aw D> AON 
1Y3 1) NDT, TDN - binnen IN ba 

TDN - binno pay KÖT 


Iva KIPYA ONT PATA HIK MY WY 
KIPYA NDT pads} Iwo NAW pix) 
“VID N tons) I KAW) ox an 
mena mama ny T9 namga 

inaty bab 


D7 aiv ova TTD at OTS p y 
nny) nora niy : ib Tors Pony 
mmy mbox ayant - tere bab 

minty babt aT- mow xb 


MISHNA nt e case of one who slaug ters an 


animal on Shabbat or on Yom Kippur, 
although he is liable to receive the death penalty, his slaughter 
is valid. 


G E M ARA Rav Huna says that Hiyya bar Rav 


taught in the name of Rav: If one 
slaughtered an animal on Shabbat and Yom Kippur, although the 
slaughter is valid, consumption of the animal is prohibited for 
that day, and the members of the company of Sages, i.e., those 
in the academy, tended to say that this halakha is the opinion of 
Rabbi Yehuda. 


The Gemara asks: Which opinion of Rabbi Yehuda? Rabbi 
Abba said: It is the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda with regard to 
preparation" for Shabbat, as we learned in a mishna (Shabbat 
156b): One may cut the gourds™! before an animal" on Shabbat, 
provided that they were picked prior to Shabbat. And likewise, 
one may cut an animal carcass to place before the dogs on Shab- 
bat. Rabbi Yehuda says: If it was not already a carcass prior to 
Shabbat, it is prohibited to cut it or even move it on Shabbat 
because it is not prepared for use on Shabbat. Apparently, since 
it was not prepared from yesterday, it is prohibited. Here too, 
in the mishna where an animal was slaughtered on Shabbat or 
Yom Kippur, since it was not prepared from yesterday, it is 
prohibited. 


Abaye said to Rabbi Abba: Are the cases comparable? There, in 
the mishna in tractate Shabbat, initially the animal is prepared 
for use by a person, as it was prepared for slaughter, and now 
that it died without slaughter on Shabbat it is prepared for dogs. 
But in the mishna here, initially the animal is prepared for use 
by a person and now after it was slaughtered it remains prepared 
for use by a person. Rabbi Abba rejects that distinction: Do 
you hold that an animal during its lifetime is designated for 
consumption and therefore is prepared for use by a person? On 
the contrary, an animal during its lifetime is designated for 
breeding. 


Abaye asked: If that is so that an animal is not designated for 
consumption, according to Rabbi Yehuda, how do we slaughter 
an animal on a Festival? Rabbi Abba said to Abaye: During its 
lifetime, the animal is designated for consumption and desig- 
nated for breeding. If it was slaughtered, it is retroactively clari- 
fied that it was designated for consumption; if it was not 
slaughtered, it is retroactively clarified that it was designated 
for breeding. 


NOTES 


It is the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda with regard to preparation — 
NYI 977 TIN I: In other words, the meat is set aside from use 
because it was not prepared before Shabbat, as the Sages issued 
a decree prohibiting the movement and use on Shabbat of items 
which one put out of his mind for various reasons. Any item that, 
during twilight at the beginning of Shabbat, one had no intention 
of using remains set aside and prohibited from use for the entire 
Shabbat. The Sages disagreed with regard to the scope of the 
decree and with regard to which reasons for putting an item out 
of one’s mind render the item set aside. Here, the reference is to 
an object that is set aside neither due to prohibition nor due to 
repugnance; rather, it is set aside because this object was not fit for 
consumption when Shabbat began. According to an unattributed 
mishna in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Shimon (Beitza 
27b), such an item is permitted, while according to Rabbi Yehuda 
it is forbidden (Meiri). 


One may cut the gourds before an animal - pada Dx panna 
mana pb: The reference is to gourds that are pie from the 
ground: an animal cannot eat these gourds until they are cut. Were 
the gourd attached to the ground it would certainly be prohibited 
to cut it on Shabbat. Alternatively, Rashi, as cited by the Rashba, 
and Rabbeinu Tam explain that the reference is to gourds that 
were detached on Shabbat. Other early commentaries found that 
explanation difficult, as even Rabbi Shimon concedes that an item 
that was attached to the ground when Shabbat began remains 
set aside even when detached. Furthermore, even without the 
principle of items set aside from use, the Sages decreed that pro- 
duce that was detached on Shabbat is forbidden lest one detach 
produce himself. Therefore, they explained that the reference here 
is to gourds that were detached before Shabbat, as described in 
the first explanation here, and it was necessary to state that it is 
permitted to cut them in order to teach that cutting gourds is not 
considered an unnecessary exertion, which would be prohibited 
on Shabbat (see Rashi on Beitza 2a). 
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But isn’t it so that Rabbi Yehuda does not accept the principle of 
retroactive designation?” From where do we derive that this is 
Rabbi Yehuda’s opinion? If we say that we learn it from that which 
is taught in the following baraita, there is no proof. 


It is taught in a baraita ( Tosefta, Demai 8:7): In the case of one who 
purchases wine from among the Samaritans" just before Shabbat, 
and presumably teruma and tithes were not separated, he acts as 
follows: If there are one hundred log? of wine in the barrels, he says: 
Two log that I will separate in the future are teruma, as the man- 
dated average measure of teruma is one-fiftieth; ten log are first 
tithe; and a tenth of the remainder, which is nine log, are second 
tithe. And he deconsecrates" the second tithe that he will separate 
in the future, transferring its sanctity to money, and he may drink 
the wine immediately, relying on the separation that he will per- 
form later, which will clarify retroactively which log he designated 
for the tithes and for teruma. This is the statement of Rabbi Meir. 
Rabbi Yehuda and Rabbi Yosei and Rabbi Shimon prohibit this 
practice. Apparently, Rabbi Yehuda does not accept the principle of 
retroactive designation. 


BACKGROUND 


Retroactive designation - mp3: The Sages disagree whether 
an item that was not initially designated for a certain purpose 
may later be considered to be retroactively designated for that 
purpose. This could apply, for example, in a case where one 
declares that the tithe from his produce will be taken from 
the last tenth remaining after it is consumed. If the principle 
of retroactive clarification is accepted, his separation of the 
tithe is valid, as, although the tithe was not separated when he 
designated it, it is retroactively clarified that the remaining tenth 


had been the tithe from the outset. The Sages dispute whether 
and when to apply the principle of retroactive clarification. In 
practice, the principle is applied in matters of rabbinic law but 
not in matters of Torah law. 


Log - aib: This is the basic liquid measure employed by the 
Sages. It is equivalent to six egg-bulks, one-quarter of a kav, 
or one twenty-fourth of a se’a. A range of modern opinions 
estimates this volume to be between 300 and 600 ml. 


Perek I 
Daf14 Amud b 


rat) P nox Kayo pT ONT 
yp Kaw mia TAX oN PN 
2yh mhay aniw Kya Tian 

YPPY 1% Y 


P TA NIY 


The Gemara comments: That is no proof, as there, the reason for 
the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda is as is taught in the latter clause of 
the baraita: The Rabbis said to Rabbi Meir: Don’t you concede 
that perhaps the wineskin will burst before he manages to separate 
the teruma, and this person will have been found retroactively to 
be drinking untithed produce? Rabbi Meir said to the Rabbis: The 
mere possibility that this may occur is not a concern. When it actu- 
ally bursts, I will be concerned. Evidently, Rabbi Yehuda’s opinion 
is not due to his rejection of the principle of retroactive designation, 
but due to his concern that the wineskin will burst before the tithes 
are actually separated. 


Rather, the fact that Rabbi Yehuda does not accept the principle of 
retroactive designation is learned from that which Ayo teaches 
with regard to the joining of Shabbat boundaries’ in a case where 
one knows that two Torah scholars are planning to deliver lectures 
on Shabbat outside the city limits, one east of the city and one west 
of the city, and on Shabbat eve one has not yet decided which of the 
lectures he wishes to attend. In that case, he may place the food for 
the joining of boundaries on both sides of the city and stipulate that 
he will be able to go beyond the city limits in whichever direction 
he chooses. 


HALAKHA 


One who purchases wine from among the Samaritans - 
Dm7 pan” npin: If one had one hundred /og of wine 
that was untithed produce by Torah law, and he said: Two 
log that | will separate in the future are teruma, and ten log 
are first tithe, and nine /og are second tithe, he may not then 
drink the wine and leave over sufficient wine to separate the 
terumot and tithes. Rather, he must separate the teruma and 
tithes and only then drink the wine. The reason is that one 
does not say that the wine that remains was retroactively 
designated as teruma and tithes, because with regard to 
matters of Torah law retroactive designation does not apply 
(Rambam Sefer Zera’im, Hilkhot Ma‘aser 7:1). 


NOTES 


And he deconsecrates [umeihel] — Sonn: Rashi explains 
that one deconsecrates the second-tithe produce with 
money. Since he can deconsecrate it immediately, he must 
do so. Many early commentaries hold that one cannot 
deconsecrate second-tithe produce whose location has not 
been defined. Therefore, some explain the term meihel in 
the sense of dilute [mohel], meaning that one may dilute 
the wine with water and drink it immediately (Rabbeinu 
Tam). This interpretation is supported by a variant reading 
in Mishnayot Eretz Yisrael, citing Rav Hai Gaon, where this 
word appears as mohel. Alternatively, the Rambam explains 
meihel to mean: Begins [mathil], in the sense that one may 
begin drinking the wine immediately. 


BACKGROUND 

Joining of Shabbat boundaries — pana ary: It is pro- 
hibited for one to travel beyond two thousand cubits from 
his residence on Shabbat. The entire city of his residence 
is considered his residence for this purpose, and the two 
housand cubits are measured from the city limits. Since 
his two-thousand-cubit limit is by rabbinic law, the Sages 
instituted a means to extend those two thousand cubits 
by placing, before Shabbat, food sufficient for a small meal 
somewhere within those two thousand cubits. One thereby 
establishes that location as his residence for Shabbat, and 
he two thousand cubits are measured from there. This is 
called the joining of Shabbat boundaries, and it is discussed 
in detail in tractate Firuvin. One recites the same blessing 
when placing a joining of Shabbat boundaries as he does 
when placing a joining of courtyards or a joining of cooked 
foods, which concludes: Who has sanctified us with His 
mitzvot and commanded us concerning the mitzva of join- 
ing [eiruv]. 
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NOTES 


Rabbi Yohanan said: This is a case where the Sage has 
already come - 037 X3 7234201 937 VINN: In other words, 
this is a case where the Sage already established his resi- 
dence, but the person who seeks to meet him on Shabbat 
will discover the location of that residence only the next 
day. Application of the principle of retroactive clarification 
is necessary only in cases where the situation itself is unclear 
and future developments will determine the situation 
retroactively, e.g., in a case where two Sages established 
residence on two sides of the city, but the person does not 
yet know which Sage he will visit. Alternatively, the principle 
would apply in a case where there is one Sage who will 
arrive outside the city, either to its east or to its west, on 
Shabbat itself (see Rashi). 


BACKGROUND 


Barrel — man: This term usually refers to an amphora, a tall 


jar with an elongated mouth, often closed up with a stopper 
sealed with mud. 


Ancient Roman amphorae 


Cruse — 19: A cruse is a small vessel, typically earthenware, 
which is generally used to store oil. The mouth of the cruse 
was very narrow. 


Oil cruse from the early Roman period 
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As Ayo teaches that Rabbi Yehuda says: A person may not stipu- 
late that his joining of the boundaries will take effect on two mat- 
ters as one. Rather, he may stipulate that if one Sage comes to the 

east," his joining of the boundaries takes effect to the east, and if 
he comes to the west, his joining takes effect to the west, while if 
he stipulates that it should take effect to here or to there and he will 

go in whichever direction he chooses, in that case, the joining does 

not take effect. 


And we discussed this baraita: What is different in a case where 
one stipulates that it should take effect to here or to there such that 
the joining does not take effect? It is because there is no retroactive 
designation. If so, stipulating that the joining will take effect to the 
east or west, depending upon where the Sage goes, should also not 
take effect because there is no retroactive designation. 


And Rabbi Yohanan said: This is a case where when he makes the 
stipulation, the Sage has already come’ to either the east or the 
west, and the joining takes effect in that direction. He makes a stipu- 
lation because he does not know where the Sage came. The joining 
takes effect without the principle of retroactive designation. Never- 
theless, since it is clear from the first case of Ayo that Rabbi Yehuda 
does not accept the principle of retroactive designation, the ques- 
tion remains: From where is it derived that an animal that is slaugh- 
tered on Shabbat or Yom Kippur is forbidden for the day that it was 
slaughtered? 


Rather, Rav Yosef said: When Rav said that the halakha that con- 
sumption of the animal is prohibited for that day is the opinion of 
Rabbi Yehuda, the reference is to the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda with 
regard to vessels, as we learned in a mishna (Shabbat 124b): With 
regard to all vessels that may be moved on Shabbat," their shards 
may be moved as well, provided that they are suited for some type 
of labor. Shards of a large bowl may be used to cover the mouth 
of a barrel.” Shards of a glass vessel may be used to cover the 
mouth of a cruse.® 


Rabbi Yehuda says: And it is permitted to use the shards provided 
that they are suited for a type of labor similar to their original use. 
In the case of shards of a large bowl, it must be possible to pour a 
thick broth into them, and in the case of shards of a glass vessel, it 
must be possible to pour oil into them. 


The Gemara infers: If they are suited for a type of labor similar to 
their original use, yes, they may be moved; but if they are suitable 
for another type of labor, they may not be moved. Apparently, 
since the shard was not prepared from yesterday for this type of 
labor, it is prohibited to move it. Here too, since the animal that 
was slaughtered was not prepared from yesterday, it is prohibited 
to eat it. 


HALAKHA 


If one Sage comes to the east, etc. — ^3) nY} ODN X2 ON: 
If one heard that a Sage is coming to his area on Shabbat and he 
does not know from which direction the Sage is coming, and he 
places food for the joining of the Shabbat boundaries on both 
sides of the city and says: The joining of the Shabbat boundaries 
will take effect in whichever direction the Sage arrives, then it 
takes effect even if the Sage had not yet arrived when Shabbat 


began, and even if he had no intent to arrive at all when Shab- 


bat began. This is in accordance with the mishna (Eiruvin 36b) 
that states that with regard to Shabbat boundaries that are by 
rabbinic law, there is retroactive clarification (Rambam Sefer 
Zemanim, Hilkhot Eiruvin 8:3; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 413:1 
and Mishna Berura there). 


All vessels that may be moved on Shabbat, etc. - oan bs 
21 nawa pon: If a vessel that may be moved on Shabbat 
broke, "whether it broke before Shabbat or on Shabbat, its shards 
may be moved, provided that they are fit for use, in accordance 
with the opinion of the Rabbis in the mishna (Shabbat 124a; see 
Magen Avraham and Beur Halakha). The Rema writes that if the 
vessel broke in a place where it could cause injury, e.g., a glass 
vessel on a table or in a place where people walk, it is permitted 
to move the shards to prevent injury (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, 
Hilkhot Shabbat 25:12; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 308:6). 
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Abaye said to Rav Yosef: Are the cases comparable? There, in the 
mishna with regard to vessels, initially it was a vessel and now it is 
the shard ofa vessel, and it is a case of an item that came into being, 
and it is therefore prohibited to move it. Here, in the case of an 
animal slaughtered on Shabbat, initially, during its lifetime, it was 
designated as food," and ultimately, after slaughter, it is food, so it 
is merely food that was separated [de’ifrat].' 


And we heard that it is Rabbi Yehuda who says: Food that was 
separated is permitted, as we learned in a mishna (Shabbat 143b): 
One may not squeeze fruits" on Shabbat in order to extract liquids 
from them." And if liquids seeped out on their own, it is prohib- 


ited to use them on Shabbat, lest one come to squeeze fruit on 
Shabbat. 


Rabbi Yehuda says: If the fruits were designated for eating, the 
liquid that seeped from them on Shabbat is permitted. And if the 
fruits were designated for their liquids, the liquids that seeped 
from them on Shabbat are forbidden, lest he come to squeeze them 
on Shabbat. With regard to fruits that are designated for consump- 
tion, the liquid is considered food that was separated and is permit- 
ted. The same halakha applies with regard to an animal slaughtered 
on Shabbat: Since it was designated for consumption, its meat is 
food that was separated and should be permitted according to 
Rabbi Yehuda. 


The Gemara rejects that interpretation and states that, on the con- 
trary, there is proof that Rabbi Yehuda would prohibit eating an 
animal that was slaughtered on Shabbat. Wasn’t it stated with 
regard to that mishna that Rav Yehuda says that Shmuel says: 
Rabbi Yehuda conceded to the Rabbis in the case of baskets of 
olives and grapes" that are typically designated for their liquids, 
even though one had planned to eat them, that liquid that seeps 
from them is forbidden? 


Apparently, since olives and grapes are typically designated for 
squeezing, one sets his mind to use them for their liquids, and were 
it permitted for him to use their liquids that seep out on Shabbat, 
the concern is that he will come to squeeze them on Shabbat. There- 
fore, the Sages decreed that the liquids are forbidden. Here too, 
since the animal is designated for slaughter, a person sets his mind 
to eat it. Therefore, were it permitted for him to eat the meat on 
Shabbat, the concern is that he will come to slaughter it on Shabbat. 
Consequently, the Sages decreed that the meat is prohibited. 


The Gemara justifies Abaye’s interpretation of the mishna: This 
explanation is valid only according to Rav, who said that the ruling 
that it is prohibited to eat an animal slaughtered on Shabbat until 
after Shabbat is according to the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda. Didn’t 
Rav say: Rabbi Yehuda was in disagreement with the Rabbis even 
in the case of baskets of olives and grapes? According to Rav him- 
self, just as Rabbi Yehuda deems permitted liquids that seeped from 
olives and grapes on their own, Rabbi Yehuda should have also 
deemed an animal that was slaughtered on Shabbat permitted for 
that day. 


NOTES 


Here initially it was designated as food — sba KIPYA KIT: 
This is according to the conclusion reached on the previous amud 
that an animal during its lifetime is designated for consumption; 
therefore, the meat of the animal is not lacking preparation. Oth- 
erwise, there would be no permitted way to slaughter an animal 
on a Festival according to Rabbi Yehuda. 


One may not squeeze fruits on Shabbat in order to extract 
liquids from them - ppn ya wyi DIVST NN pOMip pre: It is 
prohibited to squeeze fruit, due to the prohibited labor of extract- 
ing food from its natural state. This in turn is a subcategory of the 
primary category of labor of threshing, which entails removing 
kernels of grain from their stalks. This prohibition against squeez- 
ing fruit applies only when one squeezes it for use as liquid. If 


one squeezes the fruit to add the liquid to food as seasoning, 
he is not liable for extracting because it was initially food and 
remained food. 


Rabbi Yehuda conceded to the Rabbis in the case of baskets 
of olives and grapes - om pa Danh AT 37 PI TT 
DW: The dispute between Rabbi Yehuda and the Rabbis is 
with regard to fruits like mulberries and pomegranates that are 
not designated uniquely for their liquids although there are those 
who squeeze them for their liquids. The Rabbis deem the liquids 
that seep from them forbidden in every case, and Rabbi Yehuda 
deems the liquids permitted if one had designated the fruit for 
consumption (Shabbat 143b). 


LANGUAGE 
Separated [ifrat] — myx: From the Aramaic and 
Syriac root peh, reish, tav, whose meaning is similar 
to the Hebrew roots peh, reish, samekh and peh, reish, 
dalet, meaning in this context food that was broken or 
separated. 


HALAKHA 


One may not squeeze fruits - nYa NY Purid pre: It is 
prohibited to squeeze fruits that are typically squeezed 
for their liquids, e.g., olives and grapes, on Shabbat. If the 
liquids seeped from them on their own, the liquids are 
forbidden, even if the fruits themselves are designated 
for consumption. With regard to fruits that some people 
squeeze for liquids, e.g., mulberries and pomegranates, it 
is prohibited to squeeze them, but if the liquids seeped 
out on their own, the following distinction applies: If 
those fruits were designated for consumption, the liq- 
uids are permitted, and if they were designated for their 
liquids, the liquids are forbidden, in accordance with the 
opinion of Rabbi Yehuda. It is permitted to squeeze all 
other fruits, in accordance with the conclusion of the 
Gemara in Shabbat 143b (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot 
Shabbat 21:12; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 320:1). 
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NOTES 


Rather Rav Sheshet...said it is the opinion of Rabbi 
Yehuda with regard to lamps — *31... ww 31 Vat Kby 
KIT NINT TIT: After rejecting the possibility that Rabbi 
Yehuda deems an animal that was slaughtered on Shab- 
bat forbidden for that day because it was not prepared 
for eating before Shabbat, or because of a decree lest one 
come to slaughter an animal on Shabbat, or because it is 
an item that came into being, Rav Sheshet, or according 
to other versions, Rav Sheisha, son of Rav Idi, suggests 
that since the animal was set aside from use due to a 
prohibition during twilight on Shabbat eve it is prohib- 
ited for the entire Shabbat, even after the prohibition is 
no longer a factor. 


HALAKHA 

One may move a new lamp but one may not move an 
to move a n that was not kindled on n that Shabbat, 
even if it is repugnant, e.g., a kerosene lamp with a foul 
odor, because items that are repugnant are not set aside 
from use, contrary to the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda and in 
accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Shimon and the 
conclusion of the Gemara (Shabbat 157a). Nevertheless, 
it is permitted to move the lamp only for the purpose of 
utilizing the object itself or for utilizing its place, because 
it is a utensil whose primary function is for a prohib- 
ited use (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 25:11; 
Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 279:6 and Magen Avraham 
and Beur Halakha there). 
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poubon: 


Metal lamp from the talmudic period, discovered in Beit She'an 
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Rather, Rav Sheshet, son of Rav Idi, said: When Rav said that the 
halakha that it is prohibited to consume the animal that day is the 
opinion of Rabbi Yehuda, the reference is to the opinion of Rabbi 
Yehuda with regard to lamps,™ as it is taught in a baraita: One may 
move, for purposes other than lighting it, a new earthenware lamp 
that was never used. But one may not move an old lamp" covered 
with residue of oil and soot, because a person sets it aside from use 
due to repugnance. Since it was set aside® at the beginning of Shab- 
bat, it is set aside for the entire Shabbat and it may not be moved 
even if a need to move it arises; this is the statement of Rabbi 
Yehuda. The same halakha applies with regard to an animal slaugh- 
tered on Shabbat: Since it was prohibited when Shabbat began as 
the limb of a living being, it remains prohibited for the entire 
Shabbat. 


The Gemara rejects that analogy. Say that you heard Rabbi Yehuda 
rule that it is prohibited for the entire Shabbat in a case where it is 
set aside due to repugnance, like the old lamp. Did you hear that 
he said that it is prohibited for the entire Shabbat in a case where it 
is set aside due to a prohibition, like the animal? The Gemara 
answers: Yes, as we learned in a baraita that Rabbi Yehuda says: 


Lamps - ni3): 


m 


Earthenware lamp from the talmudic period 
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BACKGROUND 


Set aside [muktze] — Axpva: This describes an item that it is pro- 
hibited to move on Shabbat and Festivals, because its typical use 
involves an activity that is not permitted on these days. Among 

the different types of items included in this category are (1) an 

item set aside due to itself, which includes raw materials that 
were not prepared for use before Shabbat, e.g., dirt and stones; 
(2) a utensil whose typical use is prohibited on Shabbat, e.g., a 

pen; (3) an item set aside from use due to repugnance; (4) an item 

set aside from use due to monetary loss, i.e., a valuable object or 
an item that is intended for sale, which is therefore not used for 
any other purpose; (5) an item set aside by specific action that 
indicates that one does not intend to use it on Shabbat, e.g., wet 
garments that were washed before Shabbat, which one did not 
expect would be dry enough to be worn on Shabbat. According 

to some tanna‘im and amora’im, items included in some of these 

categories may be moved on Shabbat and Festivals. 


on Shabbat, even old ones, 
because they do not become repugnant like earthenware lamps, 
except for a metal lamp that one kindled on that same Shabbat 
and that was burning when Shabbat began, which it is prohibited 
to move for the entire Shabbat due to the prohibition against 
extinguishing. 


One may move all metal lamps 


The Gemara rejects that analogy. And perhaps it is different there, 
in the case of the burning lamp, as he set it aside by direct action 
when he kindled the lamp. By contrast, in the case of an animal, he 
did not set it aside, and therefore, perhaps once it is slaughtered it 
is permitted. 


HALAKHA 


One may move all metal lamps, etc. — pubon nana bw ninda accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda and the conclusion 


"131: It is prohibited to move a lamp that was burning on Shabbat, 
even after the flame is extinguished, even for the purpose of 
utilizing the object itself or for utilizing its place, because dur- 
ing twilight it was set aside from use due to its prohibition, in 


of the Gemara (Shabbat 157a). The Rema writes that if one is a 
delicate person and is particularly bothered by the repugnant 
lamp, it is permitted to move it (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot 
Shabbat 25:10; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 2791-2). 
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Rather, Rav Ashi said: When Rav said that the halakha that con- 
sumption of the animal is prohibited for that day is the opinion of 
Rabbi Yehuda, the reference is to the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda with 
regard to one who cooks, as we learned in a baraita: With regard 
to one who cooks on Shabbat," if he did so unwittingly, he may 
eat what he cooked. If he acted intentionally, he may not eat" what 
he cooked. This is the statement of Rabbi Meir. 


Rabbi Yehuda says: If he cooked the food unwittingly, he may 
eat it at the conclusion of Shabbat," as the Sages penalized even 
one who sinned unwittingly by prohibiting him from deriving 
immediate benefit from the dish that he cooked. If he cooked it 
intentionally, he may never eat from it. 


Rabbi Yohanan HaSandlar says:" Ifhe acted unwittingly, the food 
may be eaten at the conclusion of Shabbat by others, but not by 
him. If he cooked the food intentionally, it may never be eaten, 
neither by him nor by others. According to Rav, the mishna is 
referring to a case where one slaughtered the animal unwittingly. 
According to Rabbi Yehuda, the slaughter is valid but it is prohibited 
to eat the animal on Shabbat. 


The Gemara challenges this: And let us interpret the mishna as 
referring to a case where he slaughtered the animal intentionally, 
and explain that it is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Meir, 
who rules that eating the animal in such a case is permitted only after 
the conclusion of Shabbat. 


The Gemara responds: That possibility should not enter your mind, 
as the case of slaughter on Shabbat is juxtaposed to and taught in a 
manner similar to the case of slaughter on Yom Kippur. Just as with 
regard to slaughter on Yom Kippur, it is no different whether one 
slaughtered it unwittingly and it is no different whether he slaugh- 
tered it intentionally, he may not eat it that day due to the fast, so 
too here, with regard to slaughter on Shabbat, it is no different 
whether he slaughtered it unwittingly and it is no different whether 
he slaughtered it intentionally, he may not eat it that day. Rabbi 
Meir, though, deems it permitted for one who cooked unwittingly 
to eat the cooked food on Shabbat. 


NOTES 


If he did so unwittingly he may eat what he cooked, if he acted 
intentionally he may not eat - Sor xh Tma bon aiwa: Accord- 
ing to Rabbi Meir, if one cooked unwittingly on Shabbat he himself 
may eat it even that day, and if he did so intentionally it is prohibited 
e cooked food until the con- 
clusion of Shabbat. This halakha with regard to intentional cook- 
ing could have been phrased in the passive: It may no 
neither by him nor by others. Nevertheless, since it was necessary 
ing in the active: He may eat, 
o underscore that it is permitted even for the one who cooked 
he food, the tanna phrased the case of intentional coo 
o the halakha stated by Rabbi 
Yehuda, since in the case of intentional cooking it was necessary 
he case in the active to underscore that it is prohibited 
orever for the one who cooked it, the tanna employed the active: 
He may eat, in the case of unwitting cooking even though in that 
case it could have been phrased in the passive, since it is permitted 
at the conclusion of Shabbat both for the one who cooked it and 
or others (Rashi). Rashi also cites and rejects an opinion that the 
use of the active form in the opinions of both Rabbi Meir and Rabbi 
Yehuda was because both limit their stringent rulings only to the 


both for him and for others to eat t 


o phrase the case of unwitting coo 


active as well. Likewise, with regard 


o phrase 


one who cooked the food. 


at the conclusion of Shabbat, it is not permitted immediately. Rather, 
one must wait for a period equivalent to the time it would take to 
prepare the food, so that he not benefit at all from his misdeed. 
This is similar to the sanction imposed by the Sages upon one for 
whom a gentile performed a prohibited labor on Shabbat (Rashi; 
Halakhot Gedolot). Other early commentaries hold that this sanction 
is imposed only in the case of a gentile who performed the labor 
on behalf of a Jew, lest the Jew instruct the gentile to perform labor 
on his behalf on Shabbat, as that is perceived as a minor infraction. 
With regard to severe violations, e.g., cooking on Shabbat, there 
is no reason to issue a decree, as a Jew will not cook on Shabbat. 
Therefore, the food is permitted immediately after Shabbat (Ram- 
ban, citing later geonim; Rashba, citing Rabbeinu Yona). 


be eaten 


ing in the 


Rabbi Yohanan HaSandlar says - mix nen jn at: The early 
commentaries explain that in this dispute the ruling of Rabbi 
Yehuda in the case of one who cooks unwittingly is parallel to the 
ruling of Rabbi Meir in the case of one who cooks intentionally. 
Likewise, the ruling of Rabbi Yohanan HaSandlar in the case of one 
who cooks unwittingly is parallel to the ruling of Rabbi Yehuda in 
the case of one who cooks intentionally. In tractate Bava Kamma 
(71a) the Gemara explains that the opinion of Rabbi Yohanan 
HaSandlar, who deems it prohibited even for others to eat food 


If he cooked it unwittingly he may eat it at the conclusion of 
Shabbat - naw yina box aiwa: It is permitted at the conclusion 
of Shabbat both to the one who cooked it and to others, but on 
Shabbat itself neither he nor others may eat from the cooked food, 
so that they do not benefit from the desecration, albeit unwitting, 
of Shabbat. If it was cooked intentionally, it is prohibited forever 
only for the one who cooked it, as a penalty for the intentional 
desecration of Shabbat. 

In the case where it is permitted to eat food cooked on Shabbat 


cooked intentionally, is not based on a rabbinic decree. Rather, it 
is based on the verse written with regard to one who desecrates 
Shabbat intentionally: “As it is sacred for you" (Exodus 31:14): Just as 
it is prohibited to eat that which is sacred, so too is it prohibited to 
eat food prepared by a prohibited action on Shabbat. Nevertheless, 
it is permitted to derive benefit from it, as it is written: “For you” If 
one cooks unwittingly, the food is forbidden until the conclusion of 
Shabbat due to a decree lest he cook intentionally (Rashi). 


HALAKHA 


One who cooks on Shabbat - nawa Swann: With 
regard to one who cooks on Shabbat or performs 
any other prohibited labor, if he did so intentionally, 


it is prohibited for 


him to benefit from that labor 


forever, and for others it is permitted to benefit from 
it immediately at the conclusion of Shabbat. If he 
performed the labor unwittingly, both for him and 
for others it is prohibited to benefit from it during 
that day and it is permitted to benefit from it imme- 


diately at the conc 


usion of Shabbat, in accordance 


with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda. Others rule in 
accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Meir that if 


he performed the 


labor intentionally, it is prohib- 


ited for both him and others until the conclusion of 
Shabbat, and if he performed the labor unwittingly, 


it is permitted eve 


n for him immediately (Josafot; 


Gra). In exigent circumstances one may rely on the 


lenient opinion in 


a case where he performed the 


labor unwittingly ( 


Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot 


Shabbat 6:23; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 318:1 and 
Mishna Berura there). 
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NOTES 


Is that to say that everyone attending the public 
lecture listens to the tanna - xan xoy sap WK 
awy: Rashi explains that the tanna would sit and 
study alone during the lecture and there was cer- 
tainly no concern that the ignoramuses would pay 
attention to the tanna, as they were engaged in 
listening to the amora who would disseminate the 
lecture of the Sage, in this case Rav. Rabbeinu Ger- 
shom Meor HaGola understands that the tanna too 
would study aloud, but he would study in Hebrew, 
while the ignoramuses listened to the amora, who 
translated the lecture into Aramaic. 
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The Gemara asks: And can you interpret the mishna as referring 
to a case of unwitting slaughter and in accordance with the opinion 
of Rabbi Yehuda? But isn’t it taught in the mishna: Although he 
is liable to receive the death penalty? One is liable to be executed 
only if he intentionally performs labor on Shabbat. The Gemara 
answers that this is what the mishna is saying: Although if he 
slaughtered it intentionally he is liable to receive the death penalty, 
here, in a case where he slaughtered the animal unwittingly, his 
slaughter is valid. 


The Gemara challenges: And let us interpret the mishna in accor- 
dance with the opinion of Rabbi Yohanan HaSandlar, who says: 

It is no different whether he cooked unwittingly and it is no dif- 
ferent whether he cooked intentionally; he may not eat it on 

Shabbat. The Gemara explains: Rabbi Yohanan HaSandlar draws 

a distinction with regard to the conclusion of Shabbat, in that he 

permits eating food cooked on Shabbat for others and not for him, 
while the tanna of our mishna teaches: His slaughter is valid, 
without qualification, indicating that with regard to his ruling it is 

no different for him and it is no different for others. 


§ The tanna® taught a baraita before Rav: One who cooks on 
Shabbat unwittingly may eat the food that he cooked; ifhe did so 
intentionally, he may not eat the food that he cooked, and Rav 
silenced him. 


The Gemara asks: What is the reason that Rav silenced him? If we 
say it is because Rav holds in accordance with the opinion of 
Rabbi Yehuda and the tanna taught the baraita in accordance 
with the opinion of Rabbi Meir, can it be that merely because 
he holds in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda he 
silences one who teaches a baraita in accordance with the opinion 
of Rabbi Meir? 


And furthermore, does Rav hold in accordance with the opinion 
of Rabbi Yehuda? But doesn’t Rav Hanan bar Ami say: When 
Rav issues a ruling to his students, he issues a ruling in accor- 
dance with the opinion of Rabbi Meir, and when he teaches in 
his public lecture delivered on the Festival, he teaches in accor- 
dance with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda, due to his concern that 
the ignoramuses would treat the prohibition of labor on Shabbat 
with disdain? 


And if you would say that the tanna taught the baraita before Rav 
during the public lecture and Rav silenced him so that the igno- 
ramuses would not learn from him, is that to say that everyone 

attending the public lecture listens to the tanna" who is citing the 

baraita? There is no need to silence the tanna, because they listen 

to the disseminator [amora], the Sage who repeats what he hears 

from Rav loudly for the benefit of those attending the lecture, and 

the amora quoted Rav’s ruling in accordance with the opinion of 
Rabbi Yehuda. 


Tanna - an: This term is employed in the Talmud in two different 


BACKGROUND 


Disseminator [amora] — sax: The amora is also called the 


senses. One is a Sage of the mishna, and the other is one who recited 
mishnayot and baraitot in the study hall, to whom the Gemara here 
is referring. His role was crucial; since it was prohibited to write 
the Oral Law (see Gittin 60b), it was necessary to have a walking 
library who could recite the tannaitic literature in the study hall. 
The discourse in the study hall was based on his accurate memory. 
Since the role of the tanna was to recite the mishnayot and barai- 
tot before the amora’im precisely according to the tradition that he 
received, his role did not include explaining, questioning, nor, obvi- 
ously, resolving contradictions between tannaitic sources. Indeed, 
the tanna‘im were often not prominent Torah scholars, and about 
them the Gemara says: The tanna‘im erode the world, as they issue 
halakhic rulings based on their knowledge of Mishna (Sota 22a). 


meturgeman, literally translator. He was typically a Torah scholar, 
occasionally a prominent Torah scholar, whose job was to translate 

the lecture of the Sage from Hebrew to Aramaic and to do so loudly. 
Occasionally, there were several disseminators for a single lecture if 
there was an especially large crowd. Often the disseminator did not 
only translate, but he also elaborated on the fundamental principles 

articulated by the Sage. That is why the Sages of the Gemara charac- 
terized themselves as amora’‘im, as they viewed themselves as filling 

the role of disseminator for the Sages of the Mishna. 
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Rav Nahman bar Yitzhak said: The tanna taught the halakha of 
one who slaughters before Rav: One who slaughters an animal on 
Shabbat unwittingly may eat from the slaughtered animal; if he 
slaughtered it intentionally, he may not eat from the slaughtered 
animal. Rav said to the tanna: What do you think, that the halakha 
is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Meir? Rabbi Meir 
deems eating permitted only in the case of one who cooks unwit- 
tingly on Shabbat, as even before he cooks the food it is fit to be 
chewed [lakhos],* i.e., to be eaten uncooked, in a permitted manner, 
and therefore it was not set aside from use when Shabbat began. But 
in the case of one who slaughters an animal, where the meat was 
not fit to chew, Rabbi Meir does not" permit eating it on Shabbat, 
because it was set aside from use on Shabbat. 


The Gemara asks: But isn’t the mishna addressing the case of one 

who slaughters an animal, and Rav Huna says that Hiyya bar Rav 
taught in the name of Rav: Consumption of the animal is prohib- 
ited for that day, and the members of the company of Sages, i.e., 
those in the academy, tended to say that this halakha is the opinion 

of Rabbi Yehuda, from which it may be inferred: But Rabbi Meir 

permits consumption of the slaughtered animal even on Shabbat, 
and he is not concerned that the animal was set aside from use when 

Shabbat began? 


The Gemara answers: When Rabbi Meir permits consumption of 
the slaughtered animal even on Shabbat, 


it is in a case where one had a critically ill person in his household 
while it was still day, before Shabbat, as it is permitted to slaughter 
the animal for such a person even on Shabbat. Therefore, the 
unslaughtered animal was not set aside from use. 


The Gemara asks: If so, what is the reason that Rabbi Yehuda 
prohibited consumption of the meat on Shabbat? The Gemara 
answers: He issued this ruling in a case where one had a critically 
ill person in his household before Shabbat and that person recov- 
ered. In that case, although the unslaughtered animal was not set 
aside from use when Shabbat began, it is prohibited to slaughter it 
on Shabbat. According to Rabbi Yehuda, if he slaughtered it 
unwittingly, its consumption is prohibited on Shabbat. 


And that which Rav silenced the tanna for not stating that an 
unslaughtered animal is set aside from use, even when the prohib- 
ited labor of slaughter was performed unwittingly, is in accordance 
with that which Rav Aha bar Adda says that Rav says, and some 
say it is that which Rabbi Yitzhak bar Adda says that Rav says: In 
the case of one who slaughters an animal to feed an ill person on 
Shabbat, it is prohibited for a healthy person to partake of the 
slaughtered animal on Shabbat. In a case of one who cooks food to 
feed an ill person on Shabbat," it is permitted for a healthy person 
to partake of that food. 


What is the reason for this distinction? This food was fit to be 
chewed before it was cooked, and therefore it was not set aside from 
use when Shabbat began, and the meat of that animal was not fit to 
be chewed before the animal was slaughtered, and therefore it was 
set aside from use when Shabbat began. 


LANGUAGE 

To be chewed [lakhos] - pind: This verb also appears 
in the form of likhsos, from the Hebrew root kaf, samekh, 
samekh, and a similar construct is used in Akkadian, 
kasasu, as well as in Aramaic. It means to gnaw, to cut 
with one’s teeth, or to chew. Rashi explains that this 
term appears here and elsewhere in the sense of a form 
of eating that deviates from the typical manner of eat- 
ing that food. 


NOTES 


But in the case of one who slaughters where it was 
not fit to chew, Rabbi Meir does not — py" onw bax 
xb pia »K7; Rav, as opposed to the Gemara earlier, 
holds that there is no distinction between an item that 
one actively set aside, e.g., a lamp that one kindled 
before Shabbat, and an item that is set aside naturally, 
e.g. a living animal. Rather, according to Rav, it is pro- 
hibited to move all items that are set aside from use. 


HALAKHA 


One who slaughters. ..one who cooks food to feed an 
ill person on Shabbat - nawa abinb Swanz..vniwa: 

If one slaughters an animal on Shabbat for a critically ill 

person, whether he fell ill before Shabbat or fell ill on 
Shabbat itself, it is permitted for a healthy person to 
eat it uncooked on Shabbat. If one cooks or performs 
another prohibited labor on Shabbat for a critically ill 

person, it is prohibited for a healthy or a moderately ill 

person to eat what remains, due to the concern that one 
will increase the amount of food that he is cooking on 
behalf of the healthy person. Nevertheless, it is permit- 
ted to eat the food immediately at the conclusion of 
Shabbat (Peri Megadim), in accordance with the opinion 
of Rav Dimi (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 
2:9; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 318:2). 
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Raw meat [umtza] - k¥IK: This weed derives from 
Middle Persian and may be related to the words xamiz, 
meaning pickled meat, and xam, meaning raw. 


BE 
Hand sickle - 1? Sara: Rashi describes this as an imple- 
ment that we would recognize today as a sickle. The 
Ra‘avad, however, holds that this describes an implement 
with a straight edge, similar to a hatchet. 


Hand sickle according to the Ra'avad 


Flint - 31x: 


Ancient flint knife 


Harvest sickle — Vx? San: 


Sickle with serrated edge 


Saw — 77312: 


Reconstruction of a Roman saw with serrations 


Teeth — Dag: The mandibles of some animals can be 
used as cutting implements if sharpened properly. 


Jawbone of a harbor seal 
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Rav Pappa says: There are times when one slaughters for an ill 
person on Shabbat and it is permitted for a healthy person to eat 
the meat on Shabbat, such as where he had a critically ill person in 
his household before Shabbat and the animal was designated for 
slaughter while it was still day, before Shabbat; in that case, it was 
not set aside from use. And there are times when one cooks on 
Shabbat for an ill person and it is prohibited for a healthy person to 
eat the food on Shabbat, such as where one cut a gourd that was 
attached to the ground for the ill person’ on Shabbat. Because it is 
prohibited to detach the gourd on Shabbat, it is set aside from use 
and forbidden. 


Rav Dimi of Neharde’a says that the halakha is: In the case of one 
who slaughters for an ill person on Shabbat, it is permitted" for a 
healthy person to eat the raw meat [be’umtza].' What is the reason 
that it is permitted? Since it is impossible for an olive-bulk of meat 
to be permitted without slaughter of the entire animal, when he 
slaughters the animal, he slaughters it with the ill person in mind. 
Since slaughter of the animal was permitted, all its meat is permitted 
even for a healthy person. In the case of one who cooks for an ill 
person on Shabbat, it is prohibited for a healthy person to eat the 
food on Shabbat. What is the reason that it is prohibited? It is due 
to a rabbinic decree lest he increase the amount of food that he is 
cooking on behalf of the healthy person. 


MI S HN A In the case of one who slaughters an animal 
with the smooth side of a hand sickle,*" 
which has both a smooth and a serrated side, or with a sharpened 


flint,’ or with a reed that was cut lengthwise and sharpened, his 
slaughter is valid. 


All slaughter [hakkol shohatin], and one may always slaughter, 
and one may slaughter with any item" that cuts, except for the 
serrated side of the harvest sickle,’ a saw,’ the teeth? of an animal 
when attached to its jawbone, and a fingernail, because they are 
serrated and they consequently strangle the animal and do not cut 
its windpipe and gullet as required. 


Where one cut a gourd that was attached to the ground for 
the ill person - nyha b y¥xpW tiaa: Rashi explains that the refer- 
ence is to a gourd that was attached to the ground, and the 
reason is that it was set aside from use due to the prohibition 
against detaching it. Tosafot explain that the reference is to a 
gourd that was detached before Shabbat, and it is considered set 
aside because it is fit for consumption by a person only after it is 
cooked, and is not even fit for chewing prior to that. 


One who slaughters with a hand sickle - 7» bana omiwi: One 

may not slaughter ab initio with the smooth side of a knife that 
is smooth on one side and serrated on the other, lest he come to 

slaughter with the other side. If he slaughtered with the smooth 

side, the slaughter is valid after the fact, in accordance with the 

inference of the Gemara. The same halakha applies if one slaugh- 
tered using a long knife with a notch where the smooth surface 

is long enough to perform a valid slaughter. In this case, one may 
not slaughter with it ab initio even if he wrapped a cloth around 

the notch. Nevertheless, if he slaughtered with it and says that 
he is certain that the notch did not touch the neck of the animal, 
his slaughter is valid (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Shehita 1:22; 

Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De'a 6:1, and in the comment of Rema). 


In the case of one who slaughters for an ill person on Shabbat 
it is permitted - ama nawa bind wniwa: Rashi explains that 
the reference is to one who was ill before Shabbat, because if he 
had fallen ill on Shabbat, the animal would have already been 
set aside from use, as was explained earlier with regard to the 
opinions of Rabbi Meir and Rabbi Yehuda. That is the ruling of 
the Ra’avad as well. By contrast, the Rambam rules that this is the 
halakha even if the person fell ill on Shabbat, as the halakha is in 
accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Shimon, who holds that 
an item is set aside due to prohibition only if one actively set it 
aside, e.g., a lamp that was kindled (Kesef Mishne). 


One may slaughter with any item, etc. -= ^3) poniv Spa: One 


may slaughter with any implement that cuts if its blade is sharp 
and has no notches, e.g., a knife, a flint, a reed, glass, a single tooth 
attached to the jaw of an animal, or a single fingernail. One may 
not slaughter with several teeth or fingernails, as that would be 
tantamount to slaughtering with a serrated edge (see 18a), and 
it is prohibited to slaughter with a blade that is not uniformly 
sharp but serrated, e.g., the serrated edge of a sickle, a saw, the 
jaw of an animal with several teeth, or a reed from which splinters 
separate (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Shehita 1:14, 19, 21-22; 
Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De'a 6:1, 3, and in the comment of Rema). 
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The Gemara notes that the language of the 
GEMARA ` aoe 


mishna, which states: One who slaughters 
an animal with a hand sickle, with a flint, or with a reed, rather than: 
One may slaughter, indicates that after the fact, yes, the slaughter 
is valid, but one may not slaughter with those blades ab initio. The 
Gemara asks: Granted, one may not slaughter it with a hand sickle, 
lest he come to perform the slaughter with the other, serrated, 
side;" but as a flint and a reed have no serrated side, is it so that one 
may not slaughter with those ab initio? And the Gemara raises a 
contradiction from a baraita: One may slaughter with any item 
that cuts, whether with a flint, or with glass shards, or with the 
stalk of a reed. 


The Gemara answers: This is not difficult. There, where the baraita 
permits slaughter ab initio, it is referring to slaughter with a flint and 
a reed when they are detached. Here, where the mishna says that 
the slaughter is valid only after the fact, it is referring to slaughter 
with a flint and a reed when they are attached to the ground, as 
Rav Kahana says: In the case of one who slaughters with a blade 
that is attached to the ground," Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi deems the 
slaughter not valid and Rabbi Hiyya deems it valid. The Gemara 
infers: Even Rabbi Hiyya deems the slaughter valid only after the 
fact; but one may not do so ab initio. 


In accordance with which opinion did you interpret the mishna? 
Is it in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Hiyya, and the 
slaughter is valid after the fact? But if so, with regard to that which 
is taught in a baraita: One may slaughter with any item that cuts, 
whether with a blade that is detached from the ground or with a 
blade that is attached to the ground, whether the knife is above 
and the neck of the animal is below or the knife is below and the 
neck of the animal is above; in accordance with whose opinion is 
it? It is in accordance neither with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda 
HaNasi nor with the opinion of Rabbi Hiyya. If one would claim 
that it is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Hiyya, he says: 
After the fact, yes, the slaughter is valid, but it is not permitted to 
slaughter in this manner ab initio. If one would claim that it is in 
accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi, he says: 
Even after the fact, the slaughter is not valid. 


The Gemara answers: Actually, the baraita is in accordance with the 
opinion of Rabbi Hiyya, and he permits slaughter with these blades 
even ab initio. And the fact that the opinions of Rabbi Yehuda 
HaNasi and Rabbi Hiyya were formulated such that they disagree 
concerning the halakha after the fact is to convey to you the far- 
reaching nature of the opinion® of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi that the 
slaughter is not valid even after the fact. 


But rather, the mishna here, which teaches: With regard to one 
who slaughters, after the fact, yes, it is valid, but it is not ab initio, 
in accordance with whose opinion is it? It is in accordance neither 
with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi nor with the opinion of 
Rabbi Hiyya. If one would claim that it is in accordance with the 
opinion of Rabbi Hiyya, he says: The slaughter is permitted even 
ab initio. If one would claim that it is in accordance with the opinion 
of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi, he says: Even after the fact, the slaughter 
is not valid. 


HALAKHA 


One who slaughters with a blade attached to the ground - then was reattached, but if he slaughtered with it, his slaughter 


yp aama pmiwn: If one slaughters with a blade attached to 
the ground or to a body, e.g., a tooth or fingernail attached to 
an animal, his slaughter is not valid. One may not slaughter ab 


is valid, in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi 
(Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Shehita 119-20; Shulhan Arukh, 
Yoreh De'a 6:2). 


initio with a blade that had been detached from the ground and 


NOTES 

Lest he come to perform the eer with the 
ence is to the he oiher Side of the sickle that i is serrated 
(Rashi). Rashi derives from here that it is prohibited 
to slaughter an animal with the smooth part of a 
blade that has serrations on that same side of the 
blade. The Ra’avad explains that the reference is to 
an ax-like utensil from which there is a protuberance 
on the other side that is not long enough to perform 
a valid slaughter. A similar explanation is also offered 
by Rabbeinu Hananel. 


BACKGROUND 

To convey to you the far-reaching nature of the 

opinion — ind piin: Often, the need arises to for- 
mulate a dispute in terms of the opinion of one of the 

disputants. In those cases, the Gemara states that the 

dispute was formulated in that manner to convey the 

far-reaching nature of his opinion, especially when 

there is a novel element or lenient ruling involved. 
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BACKGROUND 

From where do you say — KYVYN KN: The mean- 
ing of this phrase is: On what basis do you maintain 
what you are saying? What is the source of this 
halakha? This expression is similar to the expres- 
sion: From where are these matters derived [mena 
hanei milei]. They differ in that the latter question is 
posed when the Gemara seeks a biblical source for 
a tannaitic halakhic statement, whereas the former 
is asked when the Gemara seeks a tannaitic source 
for an amoraic halakhic statement. 


LANGUAGE 
Mechanism [mukhni] - 393: From the Greek 
unxavy, méchané, meaning mechanism or 
machine. 


HALAKHA 


If one embedded a knife in a wall — pap ya 
bisa: If one embedded a knife in a wall and drew 
the neck of an animal or a bird over the blade, his 
slaughter is valid, in accordance with the baraita, 
and see 16b (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot 
Shehita 2:8; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De’a 6:4). 


Perek I 
Daf16 Amuda 


HALAKHA 

One who slaughters with a mechanism - oniwn 
3323: One may affix a knife to a stone or wooden 
wheel and turn the wheel with his hand or his foot 
and place the neck of the animal or bird so that it is 
slaughtered with the turning of the wheel (Rashba). 
Some say that one should not do so ab initio, but 
he slaughter is valid after the fact (Rambam; see 
Shakh). If the wheel is turned by water and one 
places the animal adjacent to the wheel as it is 
urning, the slaughter is not valid. If the person 
released the water that caused the wheel to turn, 
he slaughter is valid after the fact because it was 
generated by the force of his action; however, this 
applies only if the neck of the animal was cut on 
he first turn of the wheel. From the second turn of 
he wheel onward the slaughter is not valid, as that 
is not generated by the force of his action; rather, 
it is generated by the flow of the water (Rambam 
Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Shehita 2:13; Shulhan Arukh, 
Yoreh De‘a7:1). 
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The Gemara answers: Actually, Rabbi Hiyya holds that it is permit- 
ted to slaughter with these blades, and even ab initio; and the 

mishna here, which teaches: One who slaughters, is in accordance 

with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi. 


The Gemara objects: This is difficult, as there is a contradiction 
between one statement of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi and another state- 
ment of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi, as in his dispute with Rabbi Hiyya 
he holds that the slaughter is not valid. The Gemara answers: This 
contradiction is not difficult. There, in his dispute with Rabbi Hiyya, 
Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi holds that slaughter is not valid in a case 
where the blade was attached from the outset; here, in the mishna, 
Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi deems the slaughter valid after the fact in a 
case where the blade was detached and ultimately he reattached it. 


The Gemara asks: And from where do you say’ that there is a dif- 
ference for us between a blade that was attached from the outset 

and a blade that was detached and ultimately he reattached it? As 

it is taught in a baraita: With regard to one who slaughters with a 

mechanism [ bemukhni] of a wheel with a knife attached to it, his 

slaughter is valid; with an item that is attached to the ground, his 

slaughter is valid; if one embedded a knife in a wall" and slaugh- 
tered with it, his slaughter is valid. If there was a flint emerging 

from a wall or a reed arising from the ground on its own and he 

slaughtered with it, his slaughter is not valid. 


Ostensibly, the two clauses of the baraita are difficult, as they con- 
tradict each other, since the first clause states that slaughter with a 
blade that is attached is valid and the latter clause states that slaughter 
is not valid. Rather, must one not conclude from it that there is a 
difference between a case where the blade was attached from the 
outset and a case where the blade was detached and ultimately he 
reattached it? The Gemara affirms: Indeed, learn from it. 


§ The Master said: In the case of one who slaughters with a mech- 
anism! of a wheel with a knife attached to it, his slaughter is valid. 
The Gemara asks: But isn’t it taught in a baraita that his slaughter 
is not valid? The Gemara answers: This contradiction is not difficult. 
This baraita, which rules that the slaughter is valid, is in a case where 
the knife was attached to a potter’s wheel,® whose movement is 
generated by the potter pressing on a pedal. Since the slaughter was 
performed by the force of the person’s actions, the slaughter is valid. 
That baraita, which rules that the slaughter is not valid, is in a case 
where the knife was attached to a waterwheel.’ Since the slaughter 
was not performed by the force of the person's actions, the slaughter 
is not valid. 


Potter’s wheel - X17937 KID: 


Potter's wheel 


BACKGROUND 
Waterwheel — K197 KID: 
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And if you wish, say instead: The rulings of both this baraita and 
that baraita are in a case where the knife was attached to a water- 
wheel, and the contradiction is not difficult. This baraita, which 
rules that the slaughter is valid, is in a case where the movement of 
the slaughter was generated by primary force, as the person releases 
the water that turns the wheel, and on that initial turn of the wheel 
the knife slaughters the animal. That baraita, which rules that the 
slaughter is not valid, is in a case where the slaughter was generated 
by secondary force, as the knife slaughters the animal on the 
second turn of the wheel. 


And this is like that which Rav Pappa says: In the case ofa certain 
person who bound another" and diverted a flow [bidka]' of water 
upon him and he died, the one who diverted the water is liable for 
his murder. What is the reason? It is because those were his arrows 
that were effective in his murder. And this matter applies in a case 
where he killed the other person by primary force, as the person 
was proximate to him and was directly drowned by the water. But 
if the person was further away and was killed by secondary force" 
after the water flowed on its own, it is not by his direct action; rather, 
it is merely an indirect action, and he is exempt. 


§ Rav sat behind Rabbi Hiyya, and Rabbi Hiyya sat before Rabbi 
Yehuda HaNasi, and Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi sat and said: From 
where is it derived that slaughter is performed specifically with a 
blade that is detached? It is derived from a verse, as it is stated: “And 
Abraham stretched forth his hand and took the knife to slaughter 
his son” (Genesis 22:10). Rav said to Rabbi Hiyya: What is he 
saying? Rabbi Hiyya said to Rav: He is saying an incorrect reason, 
comparable to the letter vav that is written on the rough surface 
of a tree trunk [a’ufta].'" The Gemara asks: But didn’t Rabbi 
Yehuda HaNasi say a verse as proof for his statement? The Gemara 
answers: The verse teaches us the diligence of Abraham," who had 
a knife prepared to slaughter Isaac. It does not teach any halakha 
concerning ritual slaughter. 


§ Apropos the issue of slaughter with a detached blade, Rava said: 
It is obvious to me that concerning an item that was detached and 
ultimately one attached it, with regard to the matter of idol wor- 
ship its halakhic status is that of a detached item, as the Master 
says: One who bows to his house has rendered it forbidden" as 
an object of idol worship. And if it enters your mind to say that its 
halakhic status is that of an attached item, it is written with regard 
to idolatry: “Their gods, upon the high mountains” (Deuteron- 
omy 12:2)," from which it is derived: But the mountains are not 
their gods, as items attached to the ground are never rendered 
forbidden as objects of idol worship. The halakhic status of a house 
built from stones that were detached is that of a detached item. 


NOTES 


And this matter applies where he killed by primary force but if 
the person was killed by secondary force - jwr naa son om 
no ra bax: Rashi explains that primary force means that he 
person was killed immediately when the water was released, and 
the victim was tied adjacent to the barrier. By contrast, secondary 
force is when the victim is tied at a distance from the barrier. The 
Ramah disagrees and holds that even if the victim was tied at 
a distance from the barrier, it is considered a primary force, as 


The letter vav that is written on a tree trunk — NNDIKK NDT": 
The reference is to a meaningless matter, like writing the letter 
vav on a tree trunk that is filled with fissures rendering the letter 
unreadable, either because the vav merely resembles another 
fissure or because the ink is absorbed into the tree. Alternatively, 
vav in this context is a reference to the fissures in the tree (Rashi; 
Arukh). This means that this verse proves nothing more than any 
other verse (Rabbeinu Gershom Meor HaGola). 


though he fired an arrow and killed him. Therefore, he suggests 
two alternative distinctions: One is that primary force refers to the 
water that bursts forth immediately upon removal of the barrier, 
which is parallel to firing an arrow that is propelled by one remov- 
ing his hand from the bowstring, while secondary force refers to 
the water that follows. The second distinction is that secondary 
force refers to water whose flow was temporarily delayed and 
then continued. 


The diligence of Abraham - oma% NWN: Immediately after 
he bound Isaac on the altar, Abraham reached for the knife and did 
not embrace Isaac like a father taking leave of his son. Alternatively, 
this refers to the fact that Abraham prepared the knife in advance 
so that he would have immediate access to it (Ben Yehoyada). 


HALAKHA 

A certain person who bound another, etc. — X2 <7 
a>] many FPT: One who binds another, places him 
in a place from which he cannot escape, and floods the 
area with water, thereby drowning him, is executed for 
murdering him, provided that the flow of water that 
drowned the victim was generated by his actions, in 
accordance with the opinion of Rav Pappa (Rambam 
Sefer Nezikin, Hilkhot Rotze'ah UShmirat HaNefesh 3:13; 
Shulhan Arukh, Hoshen Mishpat 384:1). 


One who bows to his house has rendered it forbid- 
den - ipy thw may mnnwan: One who bows to his 
house renders it forbidden, in accordance with the 
statement of Rav (Rambam Sefer HaMadda, Hilkhot 
Avoda Zara 8:4; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De'a 145:3). 


Their gods upon the high mountains, etc. - opb 
3) Dyg by: With regard to any item that one cannot 
hold in his hands and is not man- made, even if it is 
worshipped, one may derive benefit from it. Therefore, 
one who worships items attached to the ground, e.g., 
mountains, springs, and trees, does not render it pro- 
hibited to derive benefit from them, in accordance with 
the mishna on Avoda Zara 45a (Rambam Sefer HaMadda, 
Hilkhot Avoda Zara 8:1; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De'a 145:1). 


LANGUAGE 
Flow [bidka] — “pa: From the Akkadian butuktu, 
meaning flow of water. 


Tree trunk [ufta] - XIN: From the Akkadian uppu, 
meaning tree trunk. 
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NOTES 


But when water is placed upon the seed — 
JF »D: Food items are not susceptible to ritual 
impurity when exposed to a primary source of 
ritual impurity before coming into contact with 
water or one of six other liquids, as it is stated: 
“But when water is placed upon the seed, and any 
of their carcass falls upon it, it is impure for you” 
(Leviticus 11:38). The food is rendered susceptible to 
impurity only if the liquid fell upon the food with 
the volition of the owner, e.g., one rinsed a bowl 
with water, and the liquid then fell from that object 
onto the food. According to Rashi and the Ra‘avad, 
in that case there is no need for specific intent that 
the water fall on the food, though the Rambam 
disagrees (see Meiri). If the water fell of his volition 
upon an item that is attached to the ground, e.g., 
if one filled a cistern with it, the water renders the 
food susceptible to impurity only if it falls upon 
the food itself with the volition of the owner, e.g., 
if one puts his hand in the water in order to then 
clean his fruits. 


Disjointed [tavra] - x an: Rabbeinu Hananel 
explains that tavra is an exclamation that under- 
scores the matters that follow. It is as though he 
is saying: Of course there is a dispute, although it 
is not explicit. 


80 


HULLIN: PEREK I: 16A ` VAT PD 


TDT PNT OT Nan - DYN WIT PYY 
mo- nag pawa bnisn by myp 
wy -bpian nab» oy bwa "pwya 

nonya 


NI- may awa nas NWP MOU NT 
px bien mw beawa vn mo ram 
Paran 


ing - bpian apy xdw awa aan am 
na- bpian mye bawa Kg m aa 
Pyne 93" mt 


TY xO nw A TAD WN BT TON 
- KI NIT KAN T ADD AY NBD 17 -it 
joa bniza - sg myn bnisa 


Sawa bisa by mp TaT agp sm 
bawa KI "I a mO - MPAY 
PAY 1" Tp - bnan miww 


With regard to the matter of rendering seeds susceptible to ritual 
impurity, there is a dispute between tanna’im, as we learned in a 
mishna (Makhshirin 4:3): In the case of one who places a bowl on 
the wall while it is raining so that the bowl will be rinsed" with the 
rainwater, if the water from the bowl then falls onto produce, that 
is under the rubric of the verse: “But when water is placed upon 
the seed” (Leviticus 11:38)." The water has the halakhic status of a 
liquid that he poured of his own volition on fruit and seeds. Con- 
sequently, it renders them susceptible to ritual impurity. But if he 
placed the bowl there so that the wall will not be damaged, it is 
not under the rubric of the verse “but when water is placed upon 
the seed.” Since he had no intent to use the water, it is not consid- 
ered to have entered the bowl of his own volition, and it does not 
render produce susceptible to impurity. 


This mishna itselfis difficult, as the inferences from the first clause 
and the latter clause are contradictory. In the first clause you said: 
In the case of one who places a bowl on the wall so that the bowl 
will be rinsed with the rainwater, that is under the rubric of the 
verse “but when water is placed upon the seed,” and the water 
renders produce susceptible to impurity. By inference, if he placed 
the bowl so that the wall will be rinsed" by means of the bowl, that 
is not under the rubric of the verse “but when water is placed upon 
the seed.” That water would not render produce susceptible to 
impurity, because the intent was for the water to rinse the wall, 
which is an item attached to the ground. 


And then the mishna teaches in the latter clause: If he placed the 
bowl so that the wall will not be damaged, it is not under the 
rubric of the verse: “But when water is placed upon the seed.” By 
inference, if he placed the bowl so that the wall will be rinsed, that 
is under the rubric of the verse: “But when water is placed upon 
the seed,” as a wall has the status of a detached item, since it was 
built from stones that were detached. 


Rabbi Elazar said: This mishna is disjointed; the tanna who 
taught this first clause did not teach that second clause. There is 
a tannaitic dispute whether the status of a wall that is built from 
detached stones is that of an attached item ora detached item. Rav 
Pappa said: The entire mishna is the opinion of one tanna: This 
first clause is in the case of the wall of a cave, which is attached 
from the outset; that latter clause is in the case of the wall of a 
building, which is built from stones that were detached from the 
ground. 


And this is what the mishna is saying: In the case of one who 
places a bowl on the wall so that the bowl will be rinsed with the 
rainwater, that is under the rubric of the verse “but when water is 
placed upon the seed,” and the water renders produce susceptible 
to impurity. By inference, ifhe placed the bowl so that the wall will 
be rinsed by means of the bowl, that is not under the rubric of the 
verse “but when water is placed upon the seed.” 


HALAKHA 


One who places a bowl on the wall so that it will be rinsed, etc. - 
aa many awa bnisa by mwg naa: Liquids render food suscep- 
tible to ritual impurity only if they are detached from the ground or 
the clouds and they were detached with the volition of the owner 
of the food. If the liquid was not detached with his volition, even 

if it fell upon the food with his volition, it does not render the food 

susceptible to impurity. Therefore, if one places a bowl on a wall so 

that the bowl will be rinsed, the water in it renders produce that 
he places in it susceptible to impurity, as the water was detached 

with his volition. If he placed the bowl on the wall to protect the 

wall, the water in it is not considered detached and therefore does 

not render produce susceptible to impurity (Rambam Sefer Tahara, 
Hilkhot Tumat Okhalin 12:3 and Ra’avad there). 


So that the wall will be rinsed - bpian ne Sawa tit: If one 
placed a vessel on a wall for the purpose of rinsing the wall, ifitis the 
wall of a house, the water can render food susceptible to impurity, 
because the status of an item that was detached and subsequently 
attached is that of a detached item. Therefore, the status of the water 
on the wall is like that of water in a vessel. But if it is the wall of a 
cave that was always attached to the ground, the status of the water 
is that of water attached to the ground, and therefore it does not 
render food susceptible to impurity, in accordance with the opinion 
of Rav Pappa (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Tumat Okhalin 12:3). 
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In what case is this statement said? It is said in the case of the wall 
of a cave, which was always attached to the ground. But in the case 
of the wall of a building, whose stones were detached and subse- 
quently reattached, if he places the bowl so that the wall will not be 
damaged, that is when it is not under the rubric of the verse “but 
when water is placed upon the seed.” But ifhe places the bowl so that 
the wall will be rinsed, that is under the rubric of the verse “but 
when water is placed upon the seed.” 


Rava raises a dilemma: 


In the case ofa blade that was detached and ultimately one attached 
it," with regard to slaughter, what is the halakha? 


The Gemara suggests: Come and hear proof from a baraita: If there 
was a flint emerging from a wall or a reed arising from the ground 
on its own and he slaughtered with it, his slaughter is not valid. 
Since the wall itself was made from stones that were detached and 
subsequently reattached, the slaughter is not valid. 


The Gemara rejects that proof: What are we dealing with here? We 
are dealing with the case of the wall ofa cave that was always attached. 
The language of the baraita is also precise in support of that explana- 
tion, as the tanna teaches the case of the flint emerging from a wall 
juxtaposed to, and therefore similar to, the case of a reed arising from 
the ground on its own, which was also always attached. The Gemara 
affirms: Indeed, learn from it that this is the case. 


The Gemara suggests: Come and hear proof from a baraita: If one 
embedded a knife in a wall and slaughtered with it," his slaughter 
is valid. The knife was detached and then reattached, and the slaughter 
is valid. The Gemara rejects the proof: The reason that the slaughter 
is valid is that a knife is different, as he does not subsume it to 
the wall. 


The Gemara suggests: Come and hear proof from an earlier point in 
that baraita: If one slaughtered with an item that is attached to the 
ground, his slaughter is valid. This is a case where it was detached 
and then attached, as later in the baraita a case is cited when the blade 
was always attached and the slaughter is not valid. The Gemara rejects 
the proof: Perhaps the phrase that follows in the baraita: If one 
embedded a knife in a wall, is explaining the previous case. And 
accordingly, what is the meaning of attached to the ground? It is in 
the case of a knife, as he does not subsume it to the wall. But if he 
embedded a flint in a wall and slaughtered with it, his slaughter would 
be valid. Therefore, there is no proof from this baraita. 


§ The Master said in the baraita: If one embedded a knife in a wall 
and slaughtered with it, his slaughter is valid. Rav Anan says that 
Shmuel says: The tanna taught this halakha only in a case where the 
knife is above and the animal’s neck is below, and he raises the 
animal’s head and draws it back and forth on the blade. But in a case 
where the knife is below and the animal’s neck is above, the slaughter 
is not valid because we are concerned lest he press the knife, due to 
the weight of the animal, thereby cutting the simanim without drawing 
the knife back and forth, which invalidates the slaughter. 


The Gemara asks: But isn’t it taught explicitly in the baraita: With 
any item that cuts, one may slaughter, whether with a blade that is 
attached to the ground or with a blade that is detached from the 
ground; whether the knife is below and the neck of the animal is 
above or the knife is above and the neck of the animal is below? 


HALAKHA 


Detached and ultimately one attached it - wba 
fan arabs: One may not slaughter with a blade that 
was detached from the ground and later attached. If he 
slaughtered with it his slaughter is valid, even if he sub- 
sumed the knife to the ground, provided that it did not 
take root in the ground. The Rosh explains that if he sub- 
sumed the knife to the ground, his slaughter is not valid, 
and that is the ruling of several later commentaries (Ram- 
bam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Shehita 1:19; Shulhan Arukh, 
Yoreh De'a 6:2 and Maharshal, Taz, and Shakh there). 


If one embedded a knife in a wall and slaughtered 
with it - ma pnw) bniza pp yyx If one embedded a 
nife in a wall or in a detached item and drew the neck 
of an animal over the knife until it was slaughtered, his 
slaughter is valid after the fact, provided that the neck of 
he animal was below and the knife above. If the neck of 
he animal is above and the knife below, there is concern 
hat the weight of the animal will cause the animal to 
fall and the knife will cut the simanim by pressing rather 
han drawing back and forth. If he slaughtered a bird on 
he knife embedded in the wall, whether the bird was 
above the knife or below the knife, the slaughter is valid, 
in accordance with the explanation of Rav Pappa (Ram- 
bam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Shehita 2:8; Shulhan Arukh, 
Yoreh Dea 6:4). 
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HALAKHA =—W¥W¥_____ 
The stalk of a reed - map bw yp: One may slaughter 
with the stalk of the reed of a marsh or any other blade, 
provided that it is sharp and smooth. It is prohibited to 
slaughter with other reeds or glass because the splinters 
and the slivers are liable to puncture the simanim, in 
accordance with the statement of Rav Hisda. The most 
prominent later authorities prohibit slaughtering with 
the stalk of a reed and rule that the slaughter is not valid 
even if he examined the stalk after the slaughter and 
found that it was smooth. Today the custom through- 
out the Jewish world is to slaughter exclusively with a 
metal knife (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Shehita 1:14; 
Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De'a 6:1 and Taz and Peri Hadash 
there). 


Nor circumcise with it - 72 roa Psi: One may not 
perform circumcision with the stalk of a reed, because 
splinters could separate from the stalk and sever the 
penis. Ideally, one performs circumcision using a knife 
with a metal blade (Rambam Sefer Ahava, Hilkhot Mila 
2:1; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 264:2). 


Nor wipe with it — 7a omama pgi: One may not wipe 
himself with dry grass, as wiping with flammable 
objects causes damage to the rectum. Today, when 
bathrooms are not in the fields, one may wipe with 
flammable objects without concern (see Magen Avra- 
ham). Nevertheless, it appears that even today one 
should not wipe with dry grass or any other substance 
that is liable to cause scratches (Shulhan Arukh, Orah 
Hayyim 3:1 and in the comment of Rema, and Mishna 
Berura there). 


All animals are included in the mitzva of slaughter 
and even a bird — iy sax) monwa Yan: When one 
wishes to eat the meat of domesticated or undomes- 
ticated animals or birds, there is a mitzva to slaughter 
them before eating their meat (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, 
Hilkhot Shehita 11; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 13:1). 


_ BACKGROUND Ž 
Reed that grows in a marsh — xiaax7 K3: Accord- 
ing to Rashi, the reference is to plants of the genus Carex, 
which consists of plants from the Cyperaceae family 
that grow wild in marshes and have long leaves that 
are about 1.5 cm wide. 


False fox sedge, a member of the genus Carex native to Eretz Yisrael 


His lower teeth fall out — niwia yew: In the paral- 
lel discussion in Shabbat 82a, the reference is to the 
lower teeth of the rectum, which are the ligaments and 
muscle that hold the intestines in place. For different 
reasons, especially due to overexertion while defecat- 
ing, the intestine may be detached from its mooring, 
resulting in rectal prolapse. 
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Rav Zevid said: The baraita is taught disjunctively: In the case 
where the knife is below and the neck of the animal is above, the 
slaughter is valid when the blade is detached." In the case where the 
knife is above and the neck of the animal is below, the slaughter is 
valid even when the blade is attached. Rav Pappa said: The baraita 
that teaches that one may slaughter even when the attached knife is 
below is referring to slaughter of a bird, which is light, and there is 
no concern that the weight of the bird will cause the slaughterer to 
press the bird’s neck onto the knife. 


§ Rav Hisda says that Rabbi Yitzhak says, and some say it was 
taught in a baraita: Five matters were said with regard to the 
stalk of a reed," which is used for cutting due to its sharpness. One 
may neither slaughter with it, due to the concern that splinters 
will be separated and become embedded in the simanim, invalidating 
the slaughter; nor circumcise with it" for the same reason, due to 
the potential danger; nor cut meat with it, lest splinters become 
embedded in the meat and endanger one who eats it; nor pick 
one’s teeth with it, lest he wound himself; nor wipe with it" after 
relieving oneself. 


The baraita teaches: One may neither slaughter with it. The Gemara 

asks: But isn’t it taught in another baraita: With any sharp object 
one may slaughter an animal, whether with a flint, or with glass 
shards, or with the stalk of a reed? Rav Pappa said: There, the refer- 
ence is to a specific type of reed that grows in a marsh,° which 
becomes a smooth, hard surface when it dries. 


The baraita teaches: Nor cut meat with it. Rav Pappa cuts with the 
stalk of a reed the innards of fish, which are transparent, such that 
any splinters would be obvious. Rabba bar Rav Huna cuts with it 
the meat of a bird, which is soft and will not cause the stalk of the 
reed to splinter. 


The baraita teaches: Nor wipe with it after relieving oneself. The 
Gemara objects: Derive that one may not wipe with it because the 
Master said: One who wipes with an object that is flammable, his 
lower teeth, i.e., the rectum that holds the intestines in place, fall 
out.™ Rav Pappa said in explanation: The reference in the baraita 
is not to wiping after relieving oneself. Rather, we are speaking with 
regard to wiping the blood or dirt from the opening of a wound. 


§ The mishna teaches: All slaughter [hakkol shohatin] and one 
may always slaughter. The Gemara interprets the phrase: All 
slaughter [hakkol shohatin], to mean all animals are included in 
the mitzva of slaughter, and even a bird." 


The knife is below and the neck of the animal is above when 
the blade is detached - wibna nyob mana wey men) pop: 
The later commentaries disagree whether this halakha is ab initio, 
which seems to be indicated by the language of the baraita, or 
whether here too, the slaughter is valid only after the fact due to 
the concern that one might press the knife, but every slaughter 
must be performed with the neck of the animal below the knife 
ab initio. The common custom follows the latter opinion (see 
Shakh, Peri Hadash, and Rabbi Akiva Eiger on Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh 
Dea 6:4). 


One may neither slaughter with it...nor wipe with it - px 
FID Dap Prsr...712 pomiw: In the Jerusalem Talmud (Shabbat 8:3) 
the reason given is due to evil spirits. In Bereshit Rabba (56:6) it is 
stated that one may not wipe one's hands on the stalk of a reed. 


To a type of reed that grows in a marsh — KI% Kipa: Two 
explanations are cited in the Arukh. One explanation, citing one 
of the geonim, is that the reference is to the stalk of a specific 
reed, the reed of the marsh, which is sharp and remains smooth. 


The second, also cited by Rabbeinu Gershom Meor HaGola and 
Rashi, is that the reference is to a blade of a specific type of wild 
grass that can be used for slaughter when it dries and hardens. 


One who wipes with an object that is flammable his lower 
teeth fall out - niwi vyw ja nobw NAW 272 MPAT: Accord- 
ing to Rashi, as cited by Shita Mekubbetzet, the reference is to 

both the teeth in his mouth and the lower teeth to which the 

rectum is connected. Some understand this as a natural process 

and explain that nowadays it is not a problem, as people have 

become accustomed to doing so and, as the verse states (Psalms 

116:6): “The Lord preserves the simple” This verse is understood to 

mean that people need not be overly concerned about potential 

dangers while acting in an accepted manner (Darkhei Moshe, Orah 
Hayyim 3). Others understand this as an esoteric danger caused by 
evil spirits, and that is a concern only in the field (Sefer HaAgudda). 
Alternatively, the concern was that people would perform sorcery 
by wiping in this manner, and that is no longer a concern (Magen 

Avraham on Orah Hayyim 3:11). 
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With regard to the statement: One may always slaughter, who is 
the tanna who taught this halakha? Rabba said: It is Rabbi Yish- 
mael, as it is taught in a baraita with regard to the verse: “When 
the Lord your God shall expand your border, as He has promised 
you, and you shall say: I will eat flesh... you may eat flesh with all 
the desire of your soul” (Deuteronomy 12:20), Rabbi Yishmael says: 
The verse comes only to permit consumption of the non- sacrificial 
meat of desire to the Jewish people. 


As, at the outset, the meat of desire was forbidden to them, and 
anyone who wanted to eat meat would sacrifice the animal as an 
offering. After the priest sprinkled the blood, it was permitted for 
one to eat the meat. When they entered into Eretz Yisrael, the meat 
of desire was permitted for them, and they could slaughter and eat 
meat wherever they chose. 


Rabba added: And now that the Jewish people were exiled, might 
one have thought that they return to their initial prohibition? 
Therefore, we learned in the mishna: One may always slaughter 
non-sacrificial meat. 


Rav Yosef objects to this. If so, this phrase: One may always 
slaughter, is inappropriate; the tanna should have taught: One may 
always slaughter and eat, as the matter of permission primarily 
relates to eating the meat, not to slaughtering the animal. And fur- 
thermore, initially, what is the reason that the meat of desire was 
forbidden? It was because in the wilderness, they were proximate 
to the Tabernacle and could partake of sacrificial meat from the 
table of God. And ultimately, what is the reason that the meat of 
desire was permitted? The reason was that in Eretz Yisrael they 
were distant from the Tabernacle. 


And, if so, all the more so now, in exile, when they are even more 
distant from the Temple, the meat of desire should be permitted. 
Consequently, it is unnecessary for the mishna to teach this halakha. 


Rather, Rav Yosef said: The tanna who teaches this halakha is 
Rabbi Akiva, as it is taught in a baraita with regard to the verse: “If 
the place that the Lord your God shall choose to put His name 
there be too far from you, then you shall slaughter of your herd 
and of your flock” (Deuteronomy 12:21), Rabbi Akiva says: The 
verse comes only to prohibit for them consumption of meat of an 
animal killed by means of stabbing" rather than valid slaughter, as, 
initially, the meat of stabbing was permitted for them. When they 
entered into Eretz Yisrael, the meat of stabbing was forbidden to 
them, and it was permitted to eat the meat of an animal only after 
valid slaughter. 


Rav Yosef added: And now that the Jewish people were exiled, 
might one have thought that stabbed animals are restored to their 
initial permitted state? Therefore, we learned in the mishna: One 
must always slaughter the animal to eat its meat. 


HALAKHA 


To prohibit for them consumption of the meat of stabbing — 
myn wa a siox): When the Jewish people were in the wilder- 
ness, they were not commanded to slaughter non-sacred animals. 
Rather, they would stab the animals and eat them, like all other 
nations. They were commanded in the wilderness that anyone 
who wishes to slaughter an animal may do so only when bringing 
the animal as a peace offering, but if he so desired he could stab 


the non-sacred animal and eat it. When they entered Eretz Yisrael, it 
was prohibited to stab and eat animals. Instead, the Jewish people 
were commanded to slaughter non-sacred animals outside the 
Temple courtyard when they desired to eat meat. This ruling is in 
accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Akiva, which, according to 
the Rambam, Rabbi Yishmael agrees with as well (Rambam Sefer 
Kedusha, Hilkhot Shehita 4:17-18; see Or Same‘ah). 
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NOTES 


Rabbi Akiva holds the meat of desire was not for- 
bidden at all — tors xb MA WA TID KDPY D1 
ha: The Rambam (Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Shehita 4: 17) 
has a unique opinion with regard to this matter that 
differs from the Gemara here (see Hatam Sofer): On 
one hand, the meat of desire was not permitted in the 
wilderness, in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi 
Yishmael, but on the other hand, if one wished to eat 
non-sacred meat in the wilderness he could stab it 
and eat it, in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi 
Akiva. The commentaries write in explanation of his 
opinion that it is explicit in the verses that the prohi- 
bition of slaughter is designed to distance a person 
from idol worship, and for that reason stabbing the 
animal was permitted, because they would not do so 
for idol worship (Or Same ah). Alternatively, stabbing 
was permitted for non-sacred meat to underscore the 
difference between sacrificial and non-sacred meat, 
as the Jewish people were adjacent to the Tabernacle 
and accustomed to eating peace offerings (Oneg Yom 
Tov, Yoreh De‘a 53). 


BACKGROUND 
Exempt from covering — nipabn ipa: One who 
slaughters a kosher bird or a kosher undomesticated 
animal, e.g., a deer, must cover its blood with earth 
(see Leviticus 17:13) and recite a blessing before fulfill- 
ing this mitzva. This mitzva is discussed in detail in 
Chapter Six. Ashes and other powdery substances 
may also be used for this purpose. 
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The Gemara asks: With regard to what principle do they dis- 
agree? The Gemara answers that Rabbi Akiva holds: The meat 
of desire was not forbidden at all," and Rabbi Yishmael holds: 
The meat of stabbing was not permitted at all. 


The Gemara asks a series of questions: Granted, according to 
Rabbi Yishmael, who holds that the meat of stabbing was forbid- 
den in the wilderness, that is the meaning of that which is written 
with regard to the burnt offerings sacrificed in the Tabernacle: 
“And he shall slaughter the young bull” (Leviticus 1:5). But 
according to Rabbi Akiva, what is the meaning of: “And he shall 
slaughter”? Why would he slaughter it if stabbing is permitted? 
The Gemara answers: Sacrificial animals are different, as slaugh- 
ter is required in that case. By contrast, there was no obligation to 
slaughter non-sacrificial animals to eat their meat. 


Granted, according to Rabbi Yishmael, who holds that the meat 
of stabbing was forbidden in the wilderness, that is the meaning 
of that which is written: “Will flocks and herds be slaughtered 
for them” (Numbers 11:22), indicating that they slaughtered the 
animals in the wilderness. But according to Rabbi Akiva, what 
is the meaning of: “Will flocks and herds be slaughtered for 
them”? Ostensibly, the words: Be stabbed for them, should 
have been written. The Gemara answers: In the wilderness, their 
stabbing is their slaughter. 


Granted, according to Rabbi Yishmael, that is the meaning of 
that which we learned in a mishna (85a) with regard to the 
mitzva of covering the blood of an undomesticated animal or a 
bird: One who slaughters an undomesticated animal and the 
slaughter is not valid and it became an unslaughtered carcass by 
his hand, and one who stabs an animal, and one who rips the 
simanim from their place before cutting them, invalidating the 
slaughter, is exempt from covering? the blood. One must cover 
the blood of only an animal whose slaughter was valid. But 
according to Rabbi Akiva, why is one exempt from covering 
the blood of an animal that was stabbed, since in his opinion when 
they were commanded to cover blood, animals that were stabbed 
were permitted? 


The Gemara answers: Since the meat of stabbing was forbidden, 
it was forbidden, and the halakhic status of stabbing is no longer 
that of slaughtering. 


Granted, according to Rabbi Akiva, who says that the meat of 
desire was not forbidden at all, that is the meaning of that which 
is written before they entered Eretz Yisrael: “However, as the 
gazelle and as the deer is eaten, so shall you eat of it, the pure 
and the impure may eat of it alike” (Deuteronomy 12:22). This 
means that just as it is permitted to eat the meat of a gazelle anda 
deer in the wilderness in a state of ritual impurity, so may you eat 
them when you enter Eretz Yisrael, although at that point it will 
be prohibited to stab them and eat their meat, as their meat will 
be permitted only through slaughter. But according to Rabbi 
Yishmael, who holds that the meat of desire was forbidden in the 
wilderness, were the gazelle and the deer themselves permitted 
in the wilderness? They are not brought as offerings. 


The Gemara answers: When the Merciful One rendered the meat 
of desire forbidden, that was specifically the meat of a domesti- 
cated animal that is fit for sacrifice. But the Merciful One did 
not render forbidden undomesticated animals that are not fit 
for sacrifice. 


§ Rabbi Yirmeya raises a dilemma according to the opinion of 
Rabbi Akiva, who says that the meat of stabbing was permitted in 
the wilderness: With regard to the limbs of the meat of stabbing 
that the Jewish people took with them into Eretz Yisrael, what 
is their halakhic status? 
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The Gemara asks: When? With regard to what period does Rabbi 
Yirmeya raise his dilemma? If we say that the dilemma is with 
regard to the seven years during which they conquered" the land, 
now, non-kosher items were permitted for them" during that 
period, as it is written: “And it shall be, when the Lord your God 
shall bring you into the land that He swore to your fathers, and 


houses full of all good things... and you shall eat and be satisfied” 


(Deuteronomy 6:10-11), and Rabbi Yirmeya bar Abba says that 
Rav says: Cuts of pig meat [kotlei dahazirei]"' that they found in 
the houses were permitted for them; is it necessary to say that the 
meat from the stabbing of a kosher animal was permitted? 


Rather, Rabbi Yirmeya’s dilemma is with regard to the period 
thereafter. And if you wish, say instead: Actually, his dilemma is 
with regard to the seven years during which they conquered the 
land, as perhaps when the forbidden food was permitted for them, 
it was specifically food from the spoils of gentiles, but their own 
forbidden food was not permitted. The Gemara concludes: The 
dilemma shall stand unresolved.’ 


§ Rabba says: You explained the phrases in the mishna: All 
slaughter, and: One may always slaughter. In what way do you 
explain the phrase: One may slaughter with any item that cuts? 


And if you would say that it means: Whether with a flint, or with 
glass shards, or with the stalk ofa reed, but isn’t this phrase taught 
in a manner similar to those other phrases in the mishna? If these 
phrases: All slaughter, and: One may always slaughter, are referring 
to those that slaughter, this phrase too is referring to those that 
slaughter; and if those phrases are referring to those that are 
slaughtered, this phrase too is referring to those that are slaugh- 
tered. The first two phrases in the mishna were explained as refer- 
ring to the animals that are slaughtered. The first phrase was inter- 
preted to include birds, and the second phrase was interpreted as 
referring to the halakha that meat may be eaten only through 
slaughter of the animal. 


Rather, Rava said that the entire mishna is referring to those that 
slaughter. The initial phrase means everyone [hakkol] slaughters. 
Although an identical phrase was used in the first mishna (2a), both 
are necessary: One is to include a Samaritan and one is to include 
a Jewish transgressor. The second phrase: One may always slaugh- 
ter, means both during the day and at night, both on a rooftop 
and atop a ship, and there is no concern that it will appear that he 
is slaughtering in an idolatrous manner to the hosts of heaven or to 
the god of the sea. The phrase: One may slaughter with any item 
that cuts, means: Whether with a flint, or with glass shards, or 
with the stalk ofa reed. 


The mishna states: Except for the serrated side of the harvest sickle, 
and the saw. Shmuel’s father’ would notch a knife and send it to 
Eretz Yisrael to ask if it is fit for slaughter, and would notch a knife 
in a different manner and send it to Eretz Yisrael in order to deter- 
mine the type of notch that invalidates slaughter. They sent to him 
from Eretz Yisrael that the principle is: We learned that the notch 
that invalidates slaughter is like a saw, whose teeth point upward, 
as it rips the simanim with every draw of the knife back and forth. 


The Sages taught in a baraita: 


The seven years during which they conquered - waaw yaw: The 
length of the period of conquest is derived from the fact that Caleb, 
son of Jephunneh, was eighty-five years old at the conclusion of 
the conquest, and based on calculations detailed elsewhere, he 
was seventy-eight years old when he entered the land: He entered 
thirty-eight years after the spies were dispatched, at which point he 
was forty years old (see Joshua 14:7-10; Zevahim 118b). 


NOTES 
Now non-kosher items were permitted for them — xb 727 KAWI 
anh sw: The Rambam derives a fundamental principle from here 
that whenever troops conquer a place during a war, if there is no 
kosher food available, it is permitted for the soldiers to eat forbid- 
den food. Ramban'’s Commentary on the Torah (Deuteronomy 6:10) 
disagrees. In his opinion, this was a special gift given to the Jewish 
people when they entered the land to benefit from the spoils of their 
enemies, and it was not designed as a blanket permit for soldiers. 


HALAKHA 

Cuts of pig meat — N17 on: When the combat 
troops invade another country, conquer it, and 
take its residents captive, it is permitted for the 
soldiers to eat unslaughtered animal carcasses, 
tereifot, and pig meat, and to drink wine poured 
as a libation to idolatry if there is no kosher food, in 
accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yirmeya bar 
Abba in the name of Rav (Rambam Sefer Shofetim, 
Hilkhot Melakhim 8:1). 


LANGUAGE 

Cuts of pig meat [kotlei dehazirei] — wnt ons: 
The word kotlei means nape, as in the Akkadian 
kuttalu, meaning hind part of the body. It has a 
similar meaning in Syriac. There is a variant reading, 
kodlei, which is related to Onkelos’s translation of 
the Hebrew word orefas kedal. Alternatively, some 
cite the geonim and explain that the term kotel is 
similar to the Arabic Æ$, kutal, and in this context 
it refers to pieces of fatty pig meat prepared with 
flour and semolina. 


BACKGROUND 


Shall stand unresolved [teiku] - n: Various 
explanations have been offered for the etymology 
of this term. Some explain that it is an abbreviated 
form of teikum, meaning; Let it stand. Alternatively, 
its source is the word tik, meaning case or pouch; 
just as the contents of a pouch are unknown, so 
too, the resolution to the dilemma is unknown 
(Arukh). Although not the literal meaning, some 
suggest that the term alludes to an acrostic: Tishbi 
yetaretz kushyot uve‘ayot, meaning: The Tishbite, 
i.e., Elijah the prophet, will resolve questions and 
dilemmas (Tosefot Yom Tov). This last idea refers to 
the tradition that when Elijah returns to proclaim 
the coming of the Messiah, he will also resolve 
outstanding halakhic dilemmas. 


PERSONALITIES 

Shmuel’s father -bewa max: This is the promi- 
nent Sage Abba bar Abba, typically identified as 
the father of Shmuel, after his son, the prominent 
amora. Abba bar Abba, who traveled extensively 
in his capacity as a silk merchant, spent time in 
Eretz Yisrael and developed close ties with Rabbi 
Yehuda HaNasi and his sons. 
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HALAKHA 


A knife in which there are several notches - p29 
MAT niana Aa ww: If one slaughters with a knife 
with multiple ‘hotches, the slaughter is not valid 
even after the fact, even if they were all notches 
that entangle. This ruling is in accordance with the 
baraita, as explained by Rashi (Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh 
De‘a18:5). 


If the notch catches...the slaughter is not valid — 
maps Musi: If one slaughtered with a knife that is 
then examined after the slaughter and found to be 
notched, the slaughter is not valid provided that it 
is a notch that catches, even if it catches on only a 
strand of a hair, in accordance with the baraita and 
the custom of Rav Aha bar Ya'akov (Rambam Sefer 
Kedusha, Hilkhot Shehita 1:14; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh 
De‘a18:2). 


Rises and falls — 11 mhiy: One may slaughter ab 
initio with a knife that is not straight but rises and 
falls like a snake, provided that it is not notched, 
in accordance with the opinion of Rava. The later 
commentaries wrote that even if the knife rises and 
falls several times, the slaughter is valid (Taz; Shakh). 
Today, one slaughters with a knife of that kind only 
in exigent circumstances (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, 
Hilkhot Shehita 1:17; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De'a 18:8 
and Beer Heitev there). 


LANGUAGE 

Entangles [mesukhsekhet] - nap3ipn: This 
root appears in the Bible in the sense of inciting 
entanglement, confusion, or struggle: “And | will 
spur [vesikhsakhti] Egypt against Egypt” (Isaiah 19:2). 
The Sages employed the term to describe a fire that 
seeks to consume an object but the object does 
not catch fire; it is as though the fire is struggling 
with the object. Here, the meaning is similar, and 
the reference is to an object that encounters and is 
impeded by a protuberance or deficiency. A knife 
with a notch that entangles is therefore a knife over 
which items that pass encounter an impediment. 
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NOTES 


The status of a knife in which there are several notches" is consid- 
ered like that of a saw; and with regard to a knife in which there is 
only one notch, if it catches, the slaughter is unfit, but if it entan- 
gles [mesukhsekhet],' the slaughter is fit. What are the circum- 
stances of a notch that catches, and what are the circumstances 
ofa notch that entangles? Rabbi Eliezer said: A notch that catches 
is one that has a sharp edge on two sides, while a notch that 
entangles is one that has a sharp edge on one side." 


The Gemara challenges this explanation: What is different about a 

notch with a sharp edge on two sides, where the first edge [more- 
sha] compromises the neck by removing the hide and the flesh, 
and the latter edge rips the simanim; in the case of a notch with a 

sharp edge on one side too, the sharp tip of the knife compro- 
mises the neck and the edge of the notch rips the simanim. The 

Gemara explains: The reference is to a notch that stands at the top 

of the knife, which begins the slaughter. The Gemara objects: Ulti- 
mately, when the knife goes in one direction it compromises the 

neck and when it comes back in the other direction it rips the 

simanim. The Gemara explains: The reference is to a case where he 

drew the knife backward and did not draw it forward." 


Rava says: There are three types of notches in a knife. If the notch 

catches, one may not slaughter with it, and if he slaughtered, his 

slaughter is not valid." Ifthe notch entangles, one may not slaugh- 
ter with it ab initio; and if he slaughtered with it, his slaughter is 

valid after the fact. Ifthe notch rises and falls" in the knife and has 

no sharp edges, one may slaughter with it ab initio. 


Anotch that catches has a sharp edge on two sides, a notch 
that entangles has a sharp edge on one side — *nwn NIK 
MINX mi nW Ninn: According to Rashi and most early 


is one that leans in one direction, the slaughter is valid if he 
draws the knife backward and does not draw it forward, as in 
hat case the sharp edge does not rip the flesh. In that case, the 


commentaries, there is no difference in the shape of a notch 
that entangles and that of a notch that catches, as they are 
both vertical. The notch that catches has two sharp edges, and 
it is called such because it impedes passage of the flesh or 
fingernail. By contrast, the notch that entangles has only one 
sharp edge, and the other edge is smoothed with a sharpener. 
Itis called a notch that entangles because it entangles the knife 
and hinders the cutting. The baraita that states that the halakhic 
status of a knife with multiple notches is like that of a saw 
applies even with regard to notches that entangle. The reason 
is that although a single notch of that kind does not invalidate 
he slaughter, several notches create a situation equivalent to 
hat of a notch that catches, as one notch rips the hide and the 
next notch rips the simanim. 

Other early commentaries explain that the edge of the 
notch that entangles is slanted in one direction, e.g., toward 
he handle of the knife, as in that case it cuts the hide and the 
simanim only when he brings the knife back, but when he 
draws the knife forward, it slaughters properly. According to 
hat explanation, the halakhic status of a knife with multiple 
notches is like that of a saw due to the concern lest he bring 
he knife back and rip the simanim (Ramban, based on Rif; 
eiri, citing Tosafot). 
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Entangling notch according to Rashi 


Entangling notch according to Ramban 


w 


Notch at the top of the knife according to Rashi 


Where he drew the knife backward and did not draw it for- 
ward - WaT N poinw 133: The phrase: A notch that catches, 
the slaughter is not valid; a notch that entangles, the slaughter 
is valid, means that in contrast to a notch that catches, where 
the slaughter is never valid, a notch that entangles is sometimes 
valid (Rashba). 

According to Rashi, slaughter is valid when the notch 
entangles only if two conditions are fulfilled: There is only one 
notch on the knife, and he drew the knife backward and did 
not draw it forward. According to the commentaries cited in 
the previous note who explain that a notch that entangles 


notch need not be located specifically at the top of the knife. 


This seems to be opinion of the Rif, who does not mention the 


requirement of the notch being located at the top of the knife. 


This explanation is difficult, as the Gemara should have said: 


Rather, where he drew the knife backward and did not draw 
it forward, indicating that the Gemara rejected the previous 
understanding (Rashba). According to the Meiri, that is indeed 
he variant reading of the Gemara. The Ran writes, though, that 
he Gemara is not rejecting the previous answer that the notch 
is at the top of the knife. Rather, that answer teaches that the 
slaughter is invalid when there is one sharp edge only when 
he simanim were first compromised by the edge of the knife, 
and this is an additional answer (see also Tosafot). 


Rises and falls — 17i mhiy: This is a case where there was a 
arge notch that was smoothed (Rashi). The Rambam explains 
hat the knife appears like a snake, meaning that there is more 
han one depression in the knife (see Shakh; Taz). Rabbeinu 
Gershom Meor HaGola explains that the knife was not uniformly 
sharp. 


a — 


Rising and falling notch, according to Rambam 
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Rav Huna, son of Rav Nehemya, said to Rav Ashi: You said to us 
in the name of Rava that if the notch entangles, the slaughter is not 
valid. But doesn’t Rava say: If the notch entangles, the slaughter is 
valid?" Rav Ashi answers: This is not difficult. Here, where Rava 
says that the slaughter is not valid, is in a case where he drew the 
knife back and forth. There, where Rava says that the slaughter is 
valid, is in a case where he drew the knife backward and did not 
draw it forward. 


Rav Aha, son of Rav Avya, said to Rav Ashi: If the knife was similar 
to an awn of grain [sasa], which is not perfectly smooth but does 
not have actual notches, what is the halakha? Rav Ashi said to him: 
Who will give us from the meat of an animal slaughtered with that 
knife, and we will eat it. 


§ Rav Hisda says: From where is it derived that examination of a 
knife" is an obligation by Torah law? It is derived from a verse, as 
it is stated with regard to Saul’s instructions to the people: “And 
slaughter with this and eat” (1 Samuel 14:34), indicating that Saul 
gave them the knife only after ensuring that it was fit to slaughter 
their animals. 


The Gemara asks: Isn’t it obvious that a knife must be examined 
before slaughter? Since were one to create a perforation in the 
gullet, the animal would be a tereifa, therefore the knife requires 
examination to prevent that situation. The Gemara answers: We 
are saying that a source for the halakha that one must show the knife 
to a Torah scholar for examination is needed. The Gemara asks: Is 
that an obligation by Torah law? But doesn’t Rabbi Yohanan say 
that the Sages said to show the knife to a Torah scholar only due 
to the requirement to show deference to the Torah scholar? The 
Gemara answers: Indeed, it is a requirement by rabbinic law, and 
the verse is cited as a mere support? for that practice, not as a source. 


The Gemara notes: In the West, Eretz Yisrael, they examine the 
knife in the sun" to determine whether there is a notch. In 
Neharde’a® they examine the knife with water." They would place 
the blade on the surface of the water, and if there was a notch, it 
would noticeably alter the surface of the water. Rav Sheshet would 
examine it with the tip of his tongue. Rav Aha bar Ya’akov would 
examine it with a strand of hair. He would pass the strand over the 
blade of the knife and if there was a notch, it would be caught in 
that notch. 


HALAKHA 


If the notch entangles the slaughter is valid - mw Naps: 
A knife with a notch that entangles is one that is examined by 
being drawn back and forth, and when it is drawn in one direc- 
ion, no notch is felt, and when it is drawn in the other direction, 
a notch is felt. If one slaughtered with that knife and drew it in 
he direction where the notch is not felt, his slaughter is valid. 
f he drew it in the other direction, the slaughter is not valid, 
in accordance with the baraita and the Gemara’s conclusion 
as explained by the Rashba. The Rema writes that there are 
hose who rule stringently that slaughter with such a knife is 
valid only if he drew the knife in the direction where the notch 
is not felt and the notch is near the end of the knife opposite 
rom where he began the act of slaughter, in accordance with 
he explanation of Rashi. Because it is not clear when a notch 
is considered to be near the end of the knife, all slaughter with 
a knife with a notch that entangles is not valid (Rambam Sefer 
Kedusha, Hilkhot Shehita 1:15; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 18:4). 


Similar to an awn of grain - TXDNDY NT: One may slaughter 
with a knife that was whetted but is not smooth, and its surface 


is like the top of a stalk of grain that crumbles in the fingers, 
in accordance with the opinion of Rav Ashi. The Rema writes, 
citing the Agur, that the custom is not to slaughter with such a 
knife because the details of this halakha are not clear (Rambam 
Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Shehita 1:18; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De'a 18:6, 
and in the comment of Rema). 


Examination of a knife — p39 np”13: One is obligated to exam- 
ine the knife before slaughtering, as the presumptive status of 
a knife is that it has not been examined. The concern is that 
one will neglect to do so after the slaughter, in which case the 
result would be as though he were eating an unslaughtered 
carcass (see Shakh). If he did not examine the knife, he may 
not slaughter with it. If he neglected to examine the knife 
before slaughter and examined it after slaughter and found it 
smooth, his slaughter is valid. The latter authorities disagree as 
to whether the presumptive status of knives nowadays is that 
they have been examined, as knives are designated specifically 
for slaughter and are carefully protected (Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh 
Dea 18:3 and Pithei Teshuva there). 


LANGUAGE 
Awn of grain [sasa] — MXDND: This refers to awns, the 
hair-like top of grain stalks, which are not smooth but have 
small spikes. Conceivably, it is from the Akkadian sassata, 
meaning grass. 


Awns of wall barley 


BACKGROUND 
Mere support - xabya KAJAN: Sometimes the Sages in 
the Talmud explicitly state that a verse cited as the basis for 
a halakha is merely an allusion to that halakha rather than 
its actual source. In those cases, the verse is characterized as 
mere support for the halakha. Since those halakhot are not 
actually derived from the biblical text, which serves instead 
as a mnemonic, they do not have the status of Torah law, and 
are typically rabbinic decrees or ordinances. 


Neharde’a — yY: A city on the Euphrates near the Malka 
River, Neharde’a was one of the oldest Jewish communities 
in Babylonia. According to tradition, Jews lived in Neharde’a 
as early as the sixth century BCE, the end of the first Temple 
era, beginning with the exile of King Jehoiachin of Judea. 
eharde’a was one of the most significant Jewish com- 
munities in Babylonia. It was a center of Torah study from 
an early period, and its yeshiva was the oldest in Babylonia. 

any of the greatest tanna’im visited Neharde’a, among 
hem Rabbi Akiva, who intercalated the calendar there (see 
Yevamot122b). During Rav's lifetime, the first half of the third 
century CE, Neharde’a’s yeshiva was headed by Rav Sheila 
and then by Shmuel. Since the city was located near the 
border between the Roman and the Persian Empires, it was 
frequently victimized by wars between the two. Pappa ben 
Nazer Odonathus, king of Tadmor, destroyed it completely 
in 259 CE. Later, Jews resettled there, and many Torah schol- 
ars remained in Neharde’a even after its yeshiva moved to 
Mehoza and afterward to Pumbedita. 


NOTES 
In the sun — xWrwa: Rashi offers one explanation that one 
examines the blade in the sunlight. He then cites another 
explanation that one holds the knife opposite the sun and 
examines the shadow that it casts on a wall. The shadow is 
larger than the knife, and therefore a notch would be more 
conspicuous. 


With water - x23: In addition to the explanation that 
involves placing the blade on the surface of the water, 
Rashi cites another explanation: One holds the knife at a 
downward slant and allows water to drip down toward the 
tip. If there is a notch, the droplet does not reach the tip. 
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BACKGROUND 


Sura — X10: A town in southern Babylonia, Sura 
did not become an important Jewish community 
until the great amora, Rav, moved and established 
a yeshiva there (c. 220 CE). From that point through 
the end of geonic period (c. 1000 CE), Sura was a 
major center of Torah study. The yeshiva in Sura, 
under the leadership of Rav and his closest disciples, 
was influenced by the halakhic traditions of Eretz 
Yisrael and was renowned for its unique approach to 
Torah study. Among the great Sages who assumed 
a leadership role in Sura were Rav, Rav Huna, Rav 
Hisda, Ravina, and Rav Ashi. The Babylonian Talmud 
was largely redacted in Sura. There was another city 
with the same name, which was called: Sura on the 
Euphrates, in order to distinguish between them. 


Firstborn — 3a: The male firstborn of cattle, sheep, 
or goats belonging to a Jew is sacred from birth, and 
it must be given to a priest and sacrificed on the 
altar in the Temple. Its meat is then eaten by the 
priests and their families (see Numbers 18:17-18). If a 
firstborn animal became blemished, it is disqualified 
from sacrifice as an offering and may be slaughtered 
and eaten like any other non-sacred kosher animal. 
Nevertheless, the obligation to give it to a priest 
remains in effect. It is prohibited to intentionally 
inflict a disqualifying blemish on a firstborn ani- 
mal. In addition, it is prohibited to utilize a firstborn 
animal, even if it is blemished, for any mundane 
purpose, e.g., to perform labor with the animal or 
to use its fleece. 


NOTES 


On the flesh and on the fingernail - x1wax 
TWN": It is examined on the flesh to ensure that 
the knife will not tear the gullet, which is flesh-like, 
and it is examined on the fingernail to ensure that it 
will not tear the windpipe, which is a harder surface, 
similar to that of a fingernail. 


On the flesh and on the fingernail and on the 
three sides — xn KIYAN) NWN) NWN: 
Altogether there are twelve examinations, which 
is the numerological value of the word zeh in the 
verse: “And slaughter with this [bazeh]" (| Samuel 
14:34). One draws the knife back and forth on the 
flesh to examine the edge of the blade and the two 
sides of the knife, which are a total of six examina- 
tions, and then draws the knife back and forth on 
the fingernail to examine the edge of the blade and 
the two sides of the knife, which are an additional 
six examinations. 


hree sides of the knife edge 


The deficiency that constitutes a blemish in sac- 
rificial animals - wpa owa naa: Rashi explains 
hat the reference is to a deficiency that does not 
exist in a male firstborn animal but only in females, 
as it is taught: If the pouch in which the genitals of 
he firstborn are concealed, or if the genitalia of a 
female sacrificial animal were rendered deficient 
(Bekhorot 39b). Other commentaries explain that 
sacrificial animals are mentioned separately because 
here are blemishes that disqualify sacrificial animals 
from sacrifice on the altar, but at the same time 
do not permit the slaughter of a firstborn animal. 
Therefore, it was necessary to say that in the case of 
a sacrificial animal as well, the blemish disqualifies 
only if it is equivalent to the measure of notching 
hat would render the altar unfit (Tosafot). 
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In Sura’ they say: The knife consumes the flesh; let the flesh 
examine the knife. Since the concern is that the knife will rip 
the flesh during the slaughter, it should be examined by passing 
it on the tongue or the fingertip. Rav Pappa said: The knife 
requires examination on the flesh, and on the fingernail," and 
on the three sides" of the knife, i.e., the blade and the two sides 
of the knife. 


Ravina said to Rav Ashi: Rav Sama, son of Rav Mesharshiyya, 
said to us in your name that which you said to him in the name 

of Rava: The knife requires examination on the flesh, and on 

the fingernail, and on the three sides. Rav Ashi said to Ravina: 
On the flesh and on the fingernail I said, and on the three 

sides I did not say. There are those who say that Rav Ashi said 

to him: On the flesh and on the fingernail and on the three 

sides I said, and in the name of Rava I did not say. 


Ravina and Rav Aha, son of Rava, were sitting before Rav 
Ashi. People brought a knife before Rav Ashi to examine it. 
Rav Ashi said to Rav Aha, son of Rava: Examine it. He exam- 
ined it on the fingernail, and on the flesh, and on the three 
sides. Rav Ashi said to him: Well done, and Rav Kahana 
likewise said that this is the way to examine a knife. 


Rav Yeimar said: Examination on the fingernail and on the 
flesh is necessary, and examination on the three sides is not 
necessary. Doesn’t Rabbi Zeira say that Shmuel says: If one 
heated a knife until it became white hot and slaughtered an 
animal with it, his slaughter is valid, as its sharp blade pre- 
ceded the effect ofits white heat; and it is difficult for us: But 
aren't there the sides of the knife, which burn the throat and 
render the animal a tereifa? And we say: The area of the slaugh- 
ter in the throat separates quickly after the incision, and the 
tissue on either side of the incision is not seared by the white 
hot blade. Here too, the area of slaughter separates quickly, and 
notches on the side of the knife do not come in contact with the 
simanim. 


§ Rav Huna bar Rav Ketina says that Rabbi Shimon ben Lak- 
ish says that there are three deficiencies with the same measure, 
as follows: The deficiency of a bone in the Paschal offering," 
with regard to which it is written: “Neither shall you break a 
bone therein” (Exodus 12:46); the deficiency of an ear ina 
firstborn™ animal that renders it blemished and unfit for sacri- 
fice, in which case a priest may slaughter it anywhere and eat it; 
and the deficiency that constitutes a blemish in other forms of 
sacrificial animals." 


HALAKHA 


Requires examination on the flesh and on the fingernail and on 
the three sides - kn NIYAN) NDWKI KWAN APTA ND: 
How does one examine the knife? He draws the edge and the two 
sides of the blade of the knife back and forth over the flesh of his 
finger and then repeats the process on his fingernail to ensure tha 
there are no notches. One must examine the knife in a deliberate 
manner and pay close attention to ensure that his mind does no 
wander. After beginning the examination with one fingernail, he 
should continue with another fingernail in case the first fingernai 
was cut by the knife, in which case he would be unable to detec 
whether there is a notch on the sides of the blade. One must no 
examine both sides of the blade simultaneously; rather, he mus 
examine each one separately (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot 
Shehita 1:23; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De'a 18:12, and in the commen 
of Rema). 


The deficiency of a bone in the Paschal offering — oxy m25 
mpaa: One who breaks a bone in the Paschal offering is flogged. The 
Rambam does not cite the measure of the deficiency mentioned 
here in the Gemara. In fact, some say that one is liable only for a 
complete break (Rambam Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot Korban Pesah 
10:1; Meiri). 


The deficiency of an ear in a firstborn — 1333 pix 70°35: With 
regard to the deficiency of the ear of a firstborn male animal that 
would render it blemished and permit its slaughter, it is a deficiency 
only if it impedes passage of the fingernail over the ear. In addition, 
it is a blemish only if the deficiency is in the cartilage but not in 
he skin, in accordance with the opinion of Reish Lakish. Only an 
expert may rule the firstborn blemished and fit for slaughter. When 
here are no experts, it may be slaughtered based on the ruling of 
hree people who are somewhat learned and are not experts in 
diagnosing blemishes. In that case only unequivocal blemishes 
permit the slaughter of the firstborn; therefore, the blemish must be 
conspicuous and larger than a deficiency that impedes passage of 
he fingernail (Rambam Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot Bekhorot 2:1; Shulhan 
Arukh, Yoreh De'a 309:2). 


The deficiency that constitutes a blemish in sacrificial animals — 
mwa ow 11239: An animal with a deficiency in the cartilage of 
its ear ‘large enough to impede passage of a fingernail is disqualified 

from sacrifice. If this befalls an otherwise unblemished sacrificial ani- 
mal it is redeemed and desacralized, in accordance with the opinion 

of Reish Lakish (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Biat HaMikdash 7:2 and 

Hilkhot Issurei Mizbe‘ah 2:6). 
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And Rav Hisda says: There is the deficiency ofa knife as well." The 
Gemara asks: And the other amora, Rabbi Shimon ben Lakish, why 
does he not include the knife? The Gemara answers: He does not 
include it because he is not speaking with regard to non-sacred 
animals. 


Rabbi Shimon ben Lakish continues: And with regard to all of these 
deficiencies, the measure of their deficiency is equivalent to the 
measure of deficiency that renders the altar unfit. 


NOTES 


And Rav Hisda says the deficiency of a knife as well - 
PDD NIAN Wa NTD IN: As is explained on the next amud, 
this measure is that of a notch that impedes passage of a finger- 
nail on the blade. From the Rif and the Rambam it appears that 
the amora’im who examined the knife in the sun, the water, or 
with a strand of hair disagree and hold that a notch of any size 
in the knife invalidates the slaughter, and the Rif and Rambam 
rule that this is the halakha. Rashi, though, rules in accordance 


Perek I 
Daf18 Amuda 


TADY MTD NAVAT N38 TAI) 
nias aa 


with the statement of Rav Hisda. Other commentaries sug- 
gest that those amora‘im do not necessarily disagree with Rav 
Hisda; the Gemara merely mentions the manner in which they 
carefully examined their knives (Derisha). Others suggested 
on a similar note that those examinations performed by the 
amora'im were the examinations required to show deference 
to the Torah scholar, and were not due to the fundamental 
obligation to examine the knife (Emet LeYa‘akov). 


And how much is the deficiency that renders the altar unfit?" It is 
a deficiency that is sufficient for a fingernail to be impeded on it." 


I NENT MNS TI OPW 
ITDP N ONT? 13 yw 
Kh Inna is Spy? ya WY 

KISI NTN POI NT AOU? 


The Gemara raises an objection from a baraita: How much is the 
deficiency that renders the altar unfit? Rabbi Shimon ben Yohai 
says: One handbreadth.’ Rabbi Eliezer ben Yaakov says: One 
olive-bulk. The Gemara answers: This apparent contradiction is not 
difficult. This measure of one handbreadth or one olive-bulk is 
referring to a deficiency in the limestone coating of the altar; 
that smaller measure of a fingernail being caught is referring to a 


deficiency in the stone’ of the altar. 


Sufficient for a fingernail to be impeded [shetahgor] on 
it — ay Aa wanne 13: Rashi explains that this term is an 
expression of impediment, in that the passage of the fingernail 
is impeded. Others understand it as stemming from the word 
belt [hagora], that the deficiency envelops the knife or that the 
fingernail envelops itself in the deficiency (see Ritva). The Ra’ah, 
cited in the Ritva, explains that it stems from the term higger, 
meaning lame, as the fingernail is unsteady as it progresses 
from the deficiency in the knife. Nevertheless, in Bedek HaBayit, 
the Ra'ah explains that the term means sense, in that the fin- 
gernail senses the deficiency. 


This measure in the limestone coating of the altar, that mea- 
sure in the stone — XJ3KA KT XPD XT: Rashi explains that 
the halakha that any deficiency in the stone renders the altar 
unfit is derived from the verse: "You shall build the altar of the 
Lord of unhewn stones” (Deuteronomy 27:6), indicating that 
they must be entirely whole. The deficiency in the limestone, in 


NOTES 


turn, is derived from the verse: “And you shall slaughter upon it” 
(Exodus 20:21), indicating that one may not slaughter when it 
is lacking, and its lack is conspicuous only when it is more than 
a handbreadth (Ramban). Alternatively, since it is the nature 
of limestone to dry and crumble, insistence on limestone that 
does not impede passage of the fingernail would lead to invali- 
dation of every altar (Ritva). Others suggest that the reason for 
the larger measurement with regard to limestone is because 
such a deficiency renders the altar unfit only by rabbinic law, 
or that the Torah allowed the Sages to determine the measure 
of its invalidation; therefore, the Sages did not establish strin- 
gent criteria (see Ramban; Ritva). Others commentaries offer 
a reversed interpretation of the Gemara that the measure of 
deficiency in a stone is one handbreadth, while in limestone 
the measure is a deficiency that impedes passage of a fingernail. 
Since the point of the limestone is ornamentation, the smallest 
deficiency invalidates it (Sefer Yere’im). 


HALAKHA 


And how much is the deficiency that renders the altar 
unfit — Mawar 12°39 ma: Any stone with a deficiency that 
would impede passage of a fingernail is disqualified for use 
in the altar or the ramp, as it is stated: “You shall build the 
altar of the Lord of unhewn stones” (Deuteronomy 27:6). Any 
altar whose structure has a deficiency of one handbreadth is 
not fit for use. If the deficiency is less than one handbreadth, 
the altar is fit, provided that there is no stone with a defi- 
ciency in it, in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Shimon 
bar Yohai (see Kesef Mishne). The Rambam explains that 
when the Gemara mentions limestone [sida], the reference 
is to the structure of the altar (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot 
Beit HaBehira 1:14, 2:18). 


BACKGROUND 

Handbreadth - nay: A handbreadth is one of the standard 
measures of length used in the Talmud. According to some 
modern halakhic opinions, the length of a handbreadth 
is 9.6 cm, and according to others it measures 8 cm. One 
application of this measure is with regard to the principle 
of lavud: Two solid surfaces are considered joined if the gap 
between them is smaller than three handbreadths. 
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LANGUAGE 


Present [sar] — 39: The geonim explain that this is a 
contraction of the Aramaic sa‘ar, which means visit or 
examination. Similarly, the verb siyyer in the Talmud 
means going to examine and assess an area. 


HALAKHA 


This slaughterer who did not present the knife - »x7 
KIVID D xo xpa: If a slaughterer did not present his 
knife to a Sage and then slaughtered with it, and after 
the slaughter he examined the knife and it was smooth, 
he is ostracized. Nevertheless, the Sage may waive the 
ostracism if he so chooses. If the knife is notched, the 
slaughterer is ostracized and he is dismissed from his 
position as slaughterer. This is not the custom nowadays, 
as the practice is to appoint people who are known to 
be experts in slaughter and examination of the knife. 
The Sages waived the obligation to present them the 
knife because of the meticulousness and vigilance 
of those appointees (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot 
Shehita 1:26; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 18:17, 334:43). 


We remove him from his position - mb Pay: In a 
case where one slaughtered an animal and the result 
was an unslaughtered carcass or a tereifa, if this was not 
the first time and his actions indicate that he seeks to 
cause his customers to eat meat that is not kosher, he 
is dismissed from his position as slaughterer. If he has 
not established a pattern of misleading the public, it 
is permitted to resume eating meat from animals that 
he slaughtered (Gra). In any case, the ruling in each 
case is based on the assessment of the judge (Shulhan 
Arukh, Yoreh De'a 2:2, and in the comment of Rema, and 
119:16). 


A detached tooth and a detached fingernail, etc. — 
^D) noba nias nba jw: If one removed the jawbone 
of an animal to which sharp teeth are attached, and he 
slaughtered an animal with those teeth, his slaughter is 
not valid, as they are like a sickle with spaces between 
the serrations. If there is only one tooth affixed to the 
jawbone, or a fingernail affixed to a hand separated 
from the body, one may slaughter with it ab initio, in 
accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yosei, son of 
Rabbi Yehuda (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Shehita 
1:21; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De'a 6:3). 


BACKGROUND 


Ostracism - xang: One who violates certain halakhot 
may be subjected to ostracism, either as a punishment 
or in order to compel him to alter his conduct. The Tal- 
mud specifies twenty-four transgressions that are pun- 
ishable by ostracism, including the one specified here, 
and any Jew is authorized to ostracize a person guilty 
of these offenses. A Sage may also ostracize one who 
failed to show him the requisite deference. One who is 
ostracized may neither wear leather shoes nor cut his 
hair, and others must maintain a distance of at least four 
cubits from him. It is permitted to conduct business 
with him, to study with him, and to teach him. One who 
is ostracized and does not repent may be subjected to 
the even more severe sanction of excommunication. 
The duration of the ostracism and the manner of its dis- 
solution vary, depending on the cause of the ostracism 
and the identity of the one who imposed it (see Meiri). 


Slaughters with a harvest sickle in a forward direc- 
tion - Anda qa vyp bana vniw: 


o 


Forward direction of a sickle 


90 


HULLIN ` PEREK I: 18A. JTN pD 


p= xq xnav NT KINT a1 Was 
xan mh MwA - DSN Pp XVID 
AWA risa 7) ava WN 

SOT ADD 


9 Wo MCEDAWA [WD 2779 N71 
KII 71) $d NKY Kowa K3 
- may iyap NKY) KYT KDT WON 
ma ia? INT NDA T? DRDIN 

gama x? 


KIII ap iPad IP KYT NIY NIT 
DIX) MAN) PARV KIPI 13 
KN ybpx; OT MDW MWI 
an wyb amt WK mab wx IN 

„h90 ma bor mna 


D mya MYD wx 11 APTA 
Kby KWN A mb TON TWI 
moby a5 nx 2K) 1 var 

pray xp 


pissy men yw at va 31 ox 
Tona 7a vind wmn- awrbn 
ayaa wep DARD yan pA ps NT) 

pain pI an asm wT 


NININA NT NWP N? IWS TY 
NT OP XD DEN jay aN 
manga en awn 


qua yp bana oniwa 20 
Oba nm ee ow ma- ann 
KTI - PPU pong oe PPV 

pao 


§ Apropos the obligation to show the knife to a Torah scholar, Rav 
Huna says: This slaughterer who did not present [sar]! the knife" 
before a Torah scholar, we ostracize him.™ And Rava says: We 
remove him from his position" and we proclaim about meat from 
an animal that he slaughtered that it is tereifa. 


The Gemara notes: And they do not disagree. Here, where Rav 
Huna says that he is ostracized, it is in a case where his knife was 
discovered intact, and he is ostracized for treating the scholar with 
contempt. There, where Rava says that his slaughter is proclaimed 
tereifa, it is in a case where his knife was discovered not intact, as 
in that case the meat from all animals that he slaughtered is suspect. 
Ravina said: In a case where his knife was discovered not to be 
intact, one spreads excrement on the flesh so that even to a 
gentile it will not be sold. 


There was a certain slaughterer who did not present his knife 
before Rava bar Hinnana. Rava bar Hinnana ostracized him, and 
removed him from his position, and proclaimed about meat from 
an animal that he slaughtered that it is tereifa. Mar Zutra and Rav 
Ashi happened before Rava bar Hinnana in his place of residence. 
Rava bar Hinnana said to them: Let the Sages examine the matter 
of the slaughterer, as small children are dependent upon him. 


Rav Ashi examined his knife and it was discovered intact, and he 
deemed his meat fit for consumption. Mar Zutra said to Rav Ashi: 
And shouldn’t the Master be concerned for the honor of the elder, 
Rava bar Hinnana, who removed him from his position and you 
restored him? Rav Ashi said to Mar Zutra: We are carrying out 
his agency, as he requested that we examine the matter of the 
slaughterer. 


Q Rabba bar Huna says: With a detached tooth and a detached 
fingernail," it is permitted to slaughter ab initio. The Gemara asks: 
But didn’t we learn in the mishna (1sb): Except for the harvest 
sickle, and the saw, and the teeth, and the fingernail, because they 
strangle? 


The Gemara answers that the contradiction between this statement 
with regard to a tooth and that statement with regard to a tooth 
is not difficult: This statement of Rava bar Huna that one may 
slaughter with a tooth is referring to slaughter with one tooth. That 
mishna that prohibits slaughter with teeth is referring to slaughter 
with two teeth, as due to the gap between them they rip the simanim. 
The contradiction between the statement with regard to a fingernail 
and the statement with regard to a fingernail is not difficult: This 
statement of Rava bar Huna that one may slaughter with a fingernail 
is referring to slaughter with a detached fingernail. That mishna 
that prohibits slaughter with a fingernail is referring to slaughter 
with an attached fingernail, in accordance with the opinion of 
Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi (1sb), who invalidates slaughter performed 
with an item attached to the ground or a living animal. 


MI S H N A In the case of one who slaughters an animal 


with a harvest sickle, which is serrated 
with its teeth inclined considerably in one direction, in a forward 
direction,® where the serrations do not tear the flesh, Beit Sham- 
mai deem the slaughter not valid and Beit Hillel deem it valid. 
And they both agree that if they smoothed its serrations so that 
they do not tear the flesh, its halakhic status is like that of a knife 
and one may slaughter with it. 


We ostracize him — mb mawn: He is ostracized for his insolence, 
as Rabbi Yohanan said (17b): The Sages said to show the knife to 
a Sage only due to the requirement to show deference to the 
Sage. Failure to treat a Sage with the requisite deference is one of 


NOTES 


the matters for which one is ostracized (Rashi; Berakhot 19b). The 
Rambam writes that he is ostracized due to the concern that he 
will rely upon himself again in the future and will slaughter with a 
notched knife (see the commentaries on the Rambam). 
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G E M ARA Rabbi Hiyya bar Abba says that Rabbi 


Yohanan says: Even when Beit Hillel 
deemed the slaughter valid, they deemed it valid only to purify 
it from the ritual impurity of an unslaughtered carcass; but its 
consumption is prohibited. Rav Ashi said: The language of the 
mishna is also precise, as the tanna teaches: Beit Shammai deem 
the slaughter not valid and Beit Hillel deem it valid, and he does 
not teach: Beit Shammai prohibit and Beit Hillel permit its 
consumption. The Gemara objects: But according to your reason- 
ing, let the tanna teach: Beit Shammai deem the carcass ritually 
impure and Beit Hillel deem it ritually pure. Rather, the terms 
deem it not valid and deem it valid and the terms prohibit and 
permit are all one matter, and no inferences may be drawn from 


that phrasing. 


MI S H N A With regard to one who slaughters an ani- 


mal from within the cricoid cartilage that 
forms a complete ring” at the top of the windpipe and left" a 
thread breadth over the surface of the ring in its entirety intact, 
as the knife did not go beyond the ring toward the head of the 
animal, his slaughter is valid. Rabbi Yosei, son of Rabbi Yehuda, 
says: It is valid even if he left a thread breadth over the majority 
of the surface of the ring. 


G E M ARA It is Rav and Shmuel who both say: The 


halakha is in accordance with the opinion 
of Rabbi Yosei, son of Rabbi Yehuda. And even Rabbi Yosei, son 
of Rabbi Yehuda, says his statement only with regard to the large 
upper ring,™ since it encircles the entire windpipe, but with 
regard to the rest of the rings, which are incomplete and where a 
strip of flesh connects their edges, he did not state his halakha. 
Therefore, his slaughter is not valid, as he is required to slaughter in 
the space between those rings and not in the rings themselves. 


The Gemara objects: And with regard to the rest of the rings, 
Rabbi Yosei, son of Rabbi Yehuda, did not state his halakha; but 
isn’t it taught in a baraita that Rabbi Yosei, son of Rabbi 
Yehuda, says: 


HALAKHA 


One who slaughters...and left, etc. — 13) 90)...oniwit: What 
is the diverting of the knife that invalidates the slaughter? It is a 
case where one cuts the windpipe above the upper ring where it is 
not fit for slaughter, or one began cutting in the place of slaughter, 
cut a bit, and diverted the knife above the place of slaughter and 
completed cutting the siman there. By contrast, if he cut most of 
the windpipe in the place of slaughter, diverted the knife outside 


One who slaughters an animal from within the ring - nwa 
nyawi Jinn: The windpipe is surrounded by cartilagenous rings 
that are incomplete; each is partially connected by means of a flex- 
ible strip of flesh. The upper ring, though, which is especially large, 
is complete. There is a space between each of the rings. Some 
explain that the mishna is referring to all of the rings, as slaughter 
from within any of the rings is not valid if the knife deviated from 
the ring to the space between the rings. Rashi rejects that explana- 
tion and explains that the reference is only to the large, upper ring, 
which is called the ring because it is complete, and the slaughter is 
not valid when the knife moves above the upper ring toward the 
head, because he diverted the knife from the place of slaughter. 


And even Rabbi Yosei...says his statement only with regard to 
the large upper ring - Tita nyava KY% wax Nb... aT MN: The 
explanation cited in the commentary here is the first explanation 
of Rashi, that although Rabbi Yosei, son of Rabbi Yehuda, holds that 
the status of slaughter of the majority of a siman is like slaughter 
of the entire siman, slaughter in the other rings of the windpipe 
is not valid, even if he performed the entire slaughter within the 
ring, because slaughter is valid only when it is performed between 
those rings. The reason is that since they do not encircle the entire 


NOTES 


the place of slaughter, and completed cutting the rest of the 
windpipe there, the slaughter is valid. The custom is to rule that 
the slaughter is not valid even if one diverted the knife after cutting 
the requisite majority of the siman (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot 
Shehita 3:13; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De'a 24:12 and in the comment 
of Rema, citing Mahari Weil, and see Shakh there). 


windpipe, they are not considered part of the windpipe, which is 
he place of slaughter. 

The other early commentaries note that this explanation is 
difficult for several reasons and instead suggest other explana- 
ions. Some explain that Rabbi Yosei, son of Rabbi Yehuda, relies 
on the principle that the status of slaughter of the majority of a 
siman is equivalent to slaughter of the entire siman only within 
he large, upper ring. Since it encircles the entire windpipe, when 
e slaughters most of the circumference of the ring, he slaughters 
most of the space of the windpipe. In the other rings, which are 
particularly thick on the side from which one begins the slaughter 
and on the other side there is no ring, slaughtering a majority of 
he ring is not sufficient because it does not include a majority of 
he siman (Tosafot; Ba'al HaMaor; Ramban). Others explain that this 
is stated with regard to diverting the knife. When Rabbi Yosei, son 
of Rabbi Yehuda, rules that the slaughter is valid if one diverted 
he knife after cutting a majority of the ring, that applies only with 
regard to the large, upper ring. But if he slaughtered the majority 
of one of the other rings and then completed the slaughter above 
he upper ring, the slaughter is not valid (Tosefot HaRash; Tosafot 
Hitzoniyyot; Maharam, citing Tosafot). 


BACKGROUND 
Slaughters from within the ring - Jinn pniv 
nya: 


Windpipe and its rings 


Slaughters from within the large ring — Jina oniw 
nyaa yap: 


Photograph of the larynx 


Large ring and small ring 
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NOTES 

Since they encircle the majority of the windpipe -byin 
mpi a Nx niao: Therefore, one can say that the hal- 
akhic status of the majority is like that of the entire siman 

and that all of the rings are considered the place of slaugh- 
ter, and it is not considered diverting of the knife (Rashi). 
According to other commentaries, even in the other rings, 
the halakhic status of the slaughter of the majority of the 
ring is equivalent to the slaughter of the majority of the 

windpipe, even though most of the windpipe itself was 

not cut, because the thickness of the ring is also taken 

into account (Tosefot HaRosh). Alternatively, since there 

is no difference between one ring and another, if one 

slaughtered a majority of any ring, even if he diverted the 

knife outside the windpipe, the slaughter is valid (Tosefot 
HaRash). 


And ina case where the knife is diverted the slaughter 
is not valid - mbps ma: This is an additional halakha 
cited in the baraita and is not part of the statement of 
Rabbi Yosei, son of Rabbi Yehuda; rather, it is the opinion 
of the Rabbis (Rashi, based on 19a). According to Rabbi 
Hanina ben Antigonus, who permits slaughter that was 
performed by diverting the knife, one may not slaugh- 
ter the animal anywhere that he chooses; rather, he is 
referring to the area of the rest of the rings mentioned 
earlier. Based on his testimony there remains an area that 
is outside the ring that is a valid area of slaughter, and the 
Gemara later discusses the parameters of the permitted 
area (Hatam Sofer). 


Rabbi Zeira...ate meat from an animal whose slaugh- 
ter was diverted...which Rav and Shmuel ruled is not 
valid — bawa art naa box pt at: Rabbeinu Ger- 
shom Meor HaGola explains this statement as follows: Rav 
and Shmuel ruled in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi 
Yosei, son of Rabbi Yehuda, who holds that the boundary 
of valid slaughter is the large ring and that one must cut at 
least a majority of that ring. According to them, slaughter 
during which the knife was diverted from there is not valid. 
Rabbi Zeira, though, ate the meat of an animal that was 
slaughtered above the large ring, in accordance with the 
opinion of the amora’im of Eretz Yisrael, who rule in accor- 
dance with the opinion of Rabbi Hanina ben Antigonus. 

By contrast, Rashi holds that Rav also rules in accor- 
dance with the opinion of Rabbi Hanina ben Antigonus 
and explains the reference here as referring to the state- 
ment on the previous amud: And even Rabbi Yosei, son 
of Rabbi Yehuda, said his statement only with regard to 
he large, upper ring...but with regard to the rest of the 
rings, which are incomplete and where a strip of flesh 
connects their edges, he did not state his halakha. If so, 
Rabbi Zeira ate the meat of an animal that was slaugh- 
ered from within the other rings and not between the 
rings. Rashi adds that although the case of diverting the 
nife mentioned earlier refers to diverting the knife above 
he windpipe, diverting can be understood more broadly 
o include any slaughter that was not performed in a place 
fit for slaughter, including from within the other rings, as 
hey are not considered to be part of the windpipe. 
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With regard to one who slaughters from within the rest of the 
rings, even though they do not encircle the entire windpipe, 
since they encircle the majority of the windpipe" his slaughter is 
valid. The baraita adds: And in a case where the knife is diverted 
from the place of slaughter above the ring, the slaughter is not 
valid." Rabbi Hanina ben Antigonus testified about a case where 
the knife is diverted from the area of slaughter above the ring that 
in such a case the slaughter is valid. Contrary to that which Rav and 
Shmuel said with regard to the opinion of Rabbi Yosei, son of Rabbi 
Yehuda, he holds that slaughter from within the other rings is valid. 


Rav Yosef said: Rabbi Yosei bar Yehuda is saying two statements; 
Ravand Shmuel hold in accordance with his opinion with regard 
to one matter, that if one cuts a majority of the windpipe within the 
large ring the slaughter is valid, and disagree with him with regard 
to one matter, as in their opinion if one cuts the windpipe within 
the other rings, the slaughter is not valid. 


The Gemara objects: But didn’t Rav and Shmuel say: And even 
Rabbi Yosei, son of Rabbi Yehuda, said his statement only with 
regard to the large upper ring and not with regard to the other rings, 
indicating that in their opinion, this is the opinion of Rabbi Yosei, 
son of Rabbi Yehuda? The Gemara explains that this is what Rav 
and Shmuel are saying: The halakha is in accordance with the 
opinion of Rabbi Yosei, son of Rabbi Yehuda, with regard to cutting 
the majority of the windpipe within the large ring, and the halakha 
is not in accordance with his opinion with regard to the other 
rings that since they encircle a majority of the windpipe, one may 
slaughter within them as well. 


When Rabbi Zeira’ ascended from Babylonia to Eretz Yisrael, he 
ate meat from an animal during whose slaughter the knife was 
diverted from the place of slaughter, with regard to which Rav and 
Shmuel ruled that the slaughter is not valid," and in Eretz Yisrael 
the ruling was that the slaughter is valid. The Torah scholars in Eretz 
Yisrael said to Rabbi Zeira: Aren’t you from Babylonia, the place 
where Rav and Shmuel are the halakhic authorities? You should 
follow their ruling. Rabbi Zeira said to them: Who said this halakha 
citing Rav and Shmuel? It was Yosef bar Hiyya, referring to Rav 
Yosef. Yosef bar Hiyya learns from everyone, even from students 
of Rav and Shmuel who misquote their statements. 


PERSONALITIES 


Rabbi Zeira — xt *3%: Born in Babylonia, Rabbi Zeira, known 
in the Jerusalem Talmud as Rabbi Ze’ira, became one of the 
great third-generation amora’‘im of Eretz Yisrael. His father was a 
Persian government tax collector who was praised as one of the 
few who filled that position properly. When Rabbi Zeira ascended 
to Eretz Yisrael, he decided to identify completely with the Torah 
of Eretz Yisrael. The Gemara relates that he fasted one hundred 
fasts in order to forget the Torah that he studied in Babylonia. 

Rabbi Zeira was famous for his sharp intellect and his incisive 
halakhot. He was also known to be extremely God-fearing. There 
are several stories related to his distinction in that area. He was 
also very humble, and it was only after he was told that with 
ordination comes atonement for his sins that he agreed to be 
ordained. 

The Gemara relates that he fasted one hundred additional 
fasts so that the fire of Gehenna would not harm him, and he 


would test himself by entering a fiery furnace. On one occasion, 
his legs were scorched, and from then on he was called: The little 
man with the scorched legs. 

He was a contemporary of Rav Hisda, Rav Sheshet, and Rabba 

in Babylonia and of the disciples of Rabbi Yohanan in Eretz Yis- 
rael, and he engaged in extensive halakhic discourse with them. 
Apparently, he was a flax merchant in Eretz Yisrael, and it is pos- 
sible that he had occasion in the course of his business to return 
to Babylonia several times. 
The text of the beginning of Rabbi Zeira’s eulogy is preserved 
in the Talmud: The land of Shinar, i.e., Babylonia, conceived and 
gave birth; the land of splendor, i.e., Eretz Yisrael, raised her play- 
thing. Woe unto her, said Reket, i.e., Tiberias, for she has lost her 
beloved vessel. 

He had a son, Rav Ahava, who was a Sage in the following 
generation. 
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Rav Yosef heard the comment of Rabbi Zeira and was angry. He 
said: Do I learn from everyone? I learn from Rav Yehuda, who is 
so meticulous in citing the statements of Rav and Shmuel that he 
cites even uncertainties with regard to attribution of statements to 
the men who said them. As Rav Yehuda says that Rabbi Yirmeya 
bar Abba says, and it is uncertain whether it is in the name of Rav 
and uncertain whether it is in the name of Shmuel: A tribunal of 
three permits slaughter of a blemished firstborn animal outside of 
the Temple in a place where there is no expert" Sage to consult. 


The Gemara asks: And does Rabbi Zeira not accept the principle 
that when a person travels from place to place, the Sages impose 
upon him the stringencies of the place from which he emerged" 
and the stringencies of the place to which he went? 


Abaye said: That statement applies when one travels from one 
place in Babylonia to another place in Babylonia, or from one 
place in Eretz Yisrael to another place in Eretz Yisrael, or alterna- 
tively, when one descends from Eretz Yisrael to Babylonia. But 
when one ascends from Babylonia to Eretz Yisrael, this principle 
does not apply. Since we, the residents of Babylonia, are subordi- 
nate to them in terms of halakha, we act in accordance with their 
custom. 


Rav Ashi said: Even if you say that when one travels from Babylo- 
nia to Eretz Yisrael, he is required to act stringently in accordance 
with the custom of the place from which he emerged, that state- 
ment applies only in a case where his intent is to return." Rabbi 
Zeira was not one whose intent was to return. Therefore, he was 
not obligated to observe the Babylonian stringencies. 


Abaye said to Rav Yosef: But didn’t the Sages who came from 
Mehoza* say that Rabbi Zeira says in the name of Rav Nahman: 
In a case where the knife is diverted from the place of slaughter 
above the ring, the slaughter is valid? Rav Yosef said to him: Each 
river and its unique course," i.e., each place follows its custom, and 
in Mehoza the custom was not in accordance with the opinion of 
Rav and Shmuel. 


HALAKHA 


A tribunal of three permits slaughter of a blemished firstborn 
in a place where there is no expert — ida Nts pyr mw 
ayan pw Bipaa: The owner of a firstborn male kosher animal 
hat became blemished must show the blemish to an expert to 
diagnose whether it is a permanent blemish, and if it is, to per- 
mit its slaughter. If there is no expert available, its slaughter may 
be permitted by three somewhat educated people who are not 
entirely expert in that field. They may permit the slaughter only 
with unequivocal blemishes, e.g., a blinded eye or an amputated 
eg, in accordance with the statement of Rav Yehuda. This is the 
ruling followed nowadays as well, as today there are no experts in 
hat field (Rambam Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot Bekhorot 3:1-2; Shulhan 
Arukh, Yoreh De'a 309:2). 


Even if you say from Babylonia to Eretz Yisrael, that statement 
applies only where his intent is to return — baan xon toon 
sinh srt ar on y bgt” vad: Some explain that this is 
the halakha specifically when one travels from Babylonia to Eretz 
Yisrael, due to the significance of Eretz Yisrael. Others hold that 
the same halakha applies to one who travels from Eretz Yisrael to 
Babylonia (Tosafot). One who travels from one place to another 
within Babylonia or within Eretz Yisrael, even if his intent is not 
to return, observes the stringencies of the place from which he 
emerged. Other commentaries explain this statement as applying 
in all cases. Therefore, one who does not intend to return need 


NOTES 


The Sages impose upon him the stringencies of the place from 
which he emerged, etc. — 13) DWA KYW Di paT yan voy pants: 
The Sages impose upon a person who travels from place to place 
the stringencies of the place from which he emerged and the 
stringencies of the place to which he went. This is the halakha with 
regard to performing labor and other matters that are conspicuous. 
But with regard to dietary laws and the like that can be observed 
discreetly, he may continue following the custom of the place from 
which he emerged (see Magen Avraham). This is the halakha only 
with regard to a person visiting one place who plans on returning 
home. If his intent is to settle in the place to which he traveled, 
his status is that of the people who reside in his new place (Ram- 
bam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Yom Tov 8:20; see Shulhan Arukh, Orah 
Hayyim 5741-2 and Yoreh Dea 82:4, 214:2). 


not observe the stringencies of the place from which he emerged 
Ritva). Some commentaries add that the same principle holds 
rue in reverse as well. One who intends to return to the place from 
which he emerged is not obligated to observe the stringencies of 
he place to which he traveled (Josafot, based on the statement of 
Rav Ashi in Pesahim 51a). 


Each river and its unique course [ufshateih] — PYA KM KITI: 
Rabbeinu Gershom Meor HaGola explains that the word ufshateih 
means bridge, and the adage means that just as each river has its 
own bridge, so too every place has its own opinion. 


BACKGROUND 


Mehoza — xin: Mehoza was a city on the Tigris 
River located near the Malka River. It was a large com- 
mercial city, most of whose inhabitants were Jews. 
Unlike the Jews in most other Jewish communities, 
he Jews in Mehoza typically earned their living from 
commerce. Many Jews in Mehoza were converts or 
immigrants from other countries. After Neharde’a 
was destroyed in 259 CE, many of the scholars from 
he local yeshiva relocated to Mehoza, which became 
he center for leading Torah scholars, among them 
Rav Nahman, Rav Sheshet, Rava, who later became 
head of the yeshiva in Mehoza, Ameimar, and Rav 
ahana, who was Rav Ashi’s teacher. After Abaye's 
death in approximately 338 CE, the yeshiva in 
Pumbedita, then headed by Rava, also moved to 
Mehoza for a period of time. 
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NOTES ~ 

At the tip of the thyroid cartilage [kova’a] - xna 
xyaint: This cartilage is an extension of the windpipe 
ocated at the front of the windpipe, and its beginnings 
cover part of the large, upper ring. It is in the shape of a 
hat [kova], as on one side it rises in a diagonal and on the 
other it descends in a diagonal, creating a point at the top. 
Reish Lakish permitted slaughter at that pointed edge, 
and Rabbi Yohanan stated that he greatly exaggerated 
he limits of valid slaughter. The Gemara explains later 
hat even one who permitted slaughter at the tip of the 
hyroid cartilage did so only until the place that it begins 
descending toward the pharynx. 


Does encountered mean encountered and touched it, 
etc. — 131 7713 yan ya9: Ostensibly, this dilemma remains 
unresolved, which is an anomaly, as typically when a 
dilemma remains unresolved the Gemara concludes: This 
dilemma shall stand unresolved. Some commentaries 
explain that Rav Pappa’s statement was cited in order to 
say that there is no need to clarify the statement of Rav 
Pappi in the name of Rava, as Rav Pappa, who was the 
senior disciple of Rava, disagrees with him (Torat Hayyim). 
Some of the early commentaries cite a variant reading 
according to which Rav Pappa and Rav Aha, son of Rava, 
disagree, and Rav Aha said, citing his father, that if one left 
part of the arytenoid cartilage, the animal is a tereifa. One 
can conclude from this that when Rav Pappi said, citing 
Rava: One who encountered the arytenoid cartilage, i 
means that he encountered and touched it (Rashba). 

Tosafot suggests a different explanation of the Gemara 
ogether with a variant reading: The reference here is no 
o one who slaughters adjacent to the large ring; rather, 
it is to one who slaughters on the other side of the ary- 
enoid cartilage toward the head. It is in that regard that 
Rav Pappi said, citing Rava, that if he encountered the 
arytenoid cartilage, the slaughter is invalid. The Gemara 
hen raised a dilemma: Did Rav Pappi state that halakha 
even in a case where he encountered the arytenoid car- 
ilage and left some of it uncut, or perhaps the slaughter 
is invalid only if he cut the windpipe above the arytenoid 
cartilage, but if he cut the arytenoid cartilage itself the 
slaughter is valid. Therefore, the Gemara cited the state- 
ment of Rav Pappa in the name of Rava that if he cut part 
of the arytenoid cartilage and left some of it uncut, the 
slaughter is valid. 
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The Gemara relates that Rabbi Shimon ben Lakish deemed the 
slaughter valid in a case where one cut the windpipe at the tip of 
the thyroid cartilage that is above the large ring. Rabbi Yohanan 
proclaimed about Rabbi Shimon ben Lakish: He greatly exagger- 
ated the limits of valid slaughter. Rav Pappi said in the name of 
Rava: If one cut the windpipe and encountered the arytenoid 
cartilage® that is adjacent to the upper ring in the direction of the 
jaw and covered by the tip of the thyroid cartilage, the animal is a 
tereifa, i.e., forbidden. Since the arytenoid cartilage is outside the 
area of slaughter, the slaughter is invalid. 


A dilemma was raised before the Sages: Does encountered mean 

encountered and touched it," as it is written: “And he encoun- 
tered him and he died” (1 Kings 2:25); or perhaps it means encoun- 
tered but did not touch, like that which is written: “And the angels 

of God encountered him” (Genesis 32:2)? 


It was stated that Rav Pappa said in the name of Rava: If one left 

part of the arytenoid cartilage, i.e., if he cut it in the middle, the 

slaughter is valid. Rav Ameimar bar Mar Yenuka said: I was stand- 
ing before Rabbi Hiyya, son of Rav Avya, and he said to me: If 
one left part of the arytenoid cartilage, the slaughter is valid. 
Ravina said to Rav Ashi: Rav Shemen of Suvara’ said to me that 

Mar Zutra happened to come to our place and taught: If one left 

part of the arytenoid cartilage, the slaughter is valid. Mar bar Rav 
Ashi said: If one encountered the arytenoid cartilage, the slaugh- 
ter is valid. If one left part of the arytenoid cartilage, the animal is 

a tereifa. 


BACKGROUND 


Tip of the thyroid cartilage - xy3i37 NIN: 


Tip of the Thyroid 
thyroid cartilage cartilage 


Arybenaid curtilage 


Upper windpipe, with throat facing upward 


Arytenoid cartilage — »»n: This cartilage emerges from the 


arytenoid cartilage, according to Rashi; and (3) encountering the 
arytenoid cartilage, according to Tosafot. 


Thyroid cartilage 


Upper windpipe, with throat facing downward 


two sides of the large upper ring and protects the vocal cords 


located at the top of the windpipe. In addition, its outer side that 
faces the pharynx serves as the basis upon which the epiglottis 
closes when the animal swallows so that the food will not enter 


the windpipe. 


The image on the right shows three dotted lined indicat- 
ing points of incision, from right to left: (1) encountering the 
arytenoid cartilage, according to Rashi; (2) leaving part of the 


Suvara — X120: This place is not mentioned elsewhere in rab- 
binic literature. Apparently, the reference is to the city Sikhra (see 
Nidda 36a), a mercantile city that was located on the west bank 
of the Tigris River, north of Mehoza. Adjacent to this city there 
were apparently canals that enabled access to the city via water. 
The prominent amora, Rav Hiyya bar Yosef, disciple of Rav, served 
as rabbi of the city. 
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The Gemara concludes: And the halakha is: If one slaughters from 
the incline of the thyroid cartilage and below’ in the direction of 
the windpipe, the slaughter is valid," and that is in accordance with 
the opinion that one who left part of the arytenoid cartilage has 
still performed a valid slaughter, as the arytenoids cartilage extends 
beyond this point. 


The Gemara relates that Rav Nahman deemed the slaughter valid 
in a case where one slaughtered from the incline of the thyroid 
cartilage and below. Rav Hanan bar Rav Ketina said to Rav 
Nahman: In accordance with whose opinion is that ruling? It is 
neither in accordance with the opinion of the Rabbis nor in accor- 
dance with the opinion of Rabbi Yosei, son of Rabbi Yehuda, who 
both hold that if one cuts the windpipe above the large upper ring, 
the cricoid cartilage, the slaughter is not valid. 


Rav Nahman said to him: Neither do I know Hillek nor do I know 
Billek," i.e., I know the reason neither for this one’s opinion nor 
for that one’s opinion. I know the halakha, as Rabbi Hiyya bar 
Abba says that Rabbi Yohanan says, and some say that Rabbi 
Abba bar Zavda says that Rabbi Hanina says, and some say that 
Rabbi Ya’akov bar Idi says that Rabbi Yehoshua ben Levi says: 
From the incline of the thyroid cartilage and below, the slaughter 
is valid. 


§ The Gemara returns to analyzing the baraita (18b): In a case where 
the knife is diverted from the place of slaughter above the ring, the 
slaughter is not valid. Rabbi Hanina ben Antigonus testified about 
a case where the knife is diverted from the place of slaughter above 
the ring that the slaughter is valid. And Rabbi Yehoshua ben Levi 
says: With regard to a case where the knife was diverted according 
to the opinion of the Rabbis cited in the mishna, the slaughter is 
valid according to the opinion of Rabbi Yosei, son of Rabbi Yehuda, 
who ruled that the slaughter is valid when the majority of the 
windpipe was cut within the large, upper ring. 


And with regard to a case where the knife was diverted according 
to the opinion of Rabbi Yosei, son of Rabbi Yehuda, it is valid 
according to the opinion of Rabbi Hanina ben Antigonus, who 
ruled that even if a majority of the windpipe was cut outside the 
large upper ring, the slaughter is valid. 


The Gemara objects: That is obvious. The Gemara explains: Lest 
you say that the statement of Rabbi Hanina ben Antigonus, who 
ruled that in a case where the knife is diverted from the place of 
slaughter above the ring it is valid, addresses the statement of the 
Rabbis and he agrees with the opinion of Rabbi Yosei, son of Rabbi 
Yehuda, that the slaughter is not valid when the majority of the 
windpipe was cut above the large upper ring, therefore, Rabbi 
Yehoshua ben Levi teaches us that this is not the case. 


NOTES 


Neither do | know Hillek nor do | know Billek — pon xb KN 


KWT pra x) xiv: Rashi writes that he learned from his teach- 


ers that hillek isa verb, and it represents the opinion of the Rabbis 
that the slaughter is valid if he separated [hillek] the ring widthwise 
and did not divert the knife outside the ring at all. Billek means 


that he ripped the ring, based on the term mevulaka (Nahum 2:11), 


meaning waste, in which case the slaughter is valid according to 
Rabbi Yosei, son of Rabbi Yehuda, if he diverted the knife, provided 


that the knife remained in the place of slaughter for most of the 
windpipe. In fact, Rabbeinu Gershom Meor HaGola, who was one 
of Rashi’s teachers, explains similarly. Rashi himself and Rabbeinu 
Hananel explain based on the Gemara elsewhere (Sanhedrin 98b) 
that these are random names, as though Rav Nahman is saying: 
| neither know nor understand any opinion with regard to this 
matter, other than the amoraic halakhic tradition. 


BACKGROUND 


From the incline of the thyroid cartilage and below - 


monks pais nown: 


Thyroid cartilage 


Large ring = Arytenoid cartilage 


Incision from the incline of the thyroid cartilage and below, toward the 


windpipe. Part of the arytenoid cartilage remains attached. 


HALAKHA 


From the incline of the thyroid cartilage and below 


the slaughter is valid - mwa monks pais now: T 
place of slaughter in the animal's neck is from 


The 


he 


incline of the thyroid cartilage and below, i.e., before 


he incline that begins to rise in the direction of 


upper ring, there are two nodules of cartilage, cal 
he arytenoid cartilage. If the slaughterer made 


ilage, the slaughter is not valid because he diver 


he 


head. Inside the thyroid cartilage, alongside the large, 


ed 
he 


incision through the arytenoid cartilage, the slaughter 
is valid, but if he slaughtered above the arytenoid car- 


ed 


he knife from the place of slaughter (Rambam Sefer 


Kedusha, Hilkhot Shehita 3:12; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh 


Dea 2011). 
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BACKGROUND 
Cut two-thirds and diverted one-third...diverted one- 
third and cut two-thirds — Whw ona why ow pnw 
why aw on whe onan: 


(1) Properly cut the first two-thirds and diverted the final third; (2) diverted 
the first third and properly cut the final two-thirds 


HALAKHA 
Half the windpipe is deficient — D159 732 ¥NWN: If half the 
windpipe was deficient, and one cut enough so that the 
cutting of the majority of the windpipe was complete, his 
slaughter is valid (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Shehita 
4:11; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De'a 21:5). 


One cut two-thirds and then diverted the knife and cut 
one-third - why oun why sw pnw: If one cut a major- 
ity of the windpipe i in the place of slaughter, diverted the 
knife above the place of slaughter, and then completed 
cutting the windpipe, his slaughter is valid. Likewise, if he 
diverted the knife from the place of slaughter for the first 
third of the windpipe and then cut two-thirds in the place 
of slaughter, his slaughter is valid, in accordance with the 
opinion of Rabbi Yosei, son of Rabbi Yehuda, and the latte 
version of the statement of Rav Huna citing Rav Asi (see 
Kesef Mishne). The custom is to deem the slaughter invalid 
if one cut even a minority of the windpipe above the place 
of slaughter (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Shehita 3:13; 
Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De'a 24:12 and in the comment of 
Rema, citing Mahari Weil). 
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The Gemara objects: And say it is indeed so that Rabbi Hanina 
ben Antigonus agrees with Rabbi Yosei, son of Rabbi Yehuda. 
The Gemara responds: If so, the formulation of the baraita 
should have been: Rabbi Hanina ben Antigonus testified about 
it. Since the opinion of Rabbi Hanina ben Antigonus was intro- 
duced merely with the term: Testified, apparently he disagrees 
with all of the other opinions. The Gemara concludes: And the 
halakha is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Hanina 
ben Antigonus, as Rav Nahman holds in accordance with 
his opinion. 


§ The mishna cited a dispute between the Rabbis, who hold that 
in a case where one slaughtered within the large upper ring and 
did not leave a thread breadth over the entire surface of the ring, 
the slaughter is not valid, and Rabbi Yosei, son of Rabbi Yehuda, 
who holds that even if one left a thread breadth over a majority 
of the surface of the ring, the slaughter is valid. Apropos to that, 
Rav Huna said that Rav Asi says: The dispute is only in a case 
where one cut two-thirds of the windpipe within the ring and 
then diverted the knife upward toward the head of the animal 
and cut the remaining one-third, as the Rabbis hold that we 
require the entire slaughter to be performed within the large 
ring, and Rabbi Yosei, son of Rabbi Yehuda, holds: The 
halakhic status of its majority is like that of its entirety. 


But if one diverted the knife upward toward the head of the 
animal, cut one-third of the windpipe, and then cut two-thirds’ 
within the ring, everyone agrees that the slaughter is not valid, 
as when the life left the animal, i.e, when the majority of the 
windpipe was cut, we require that the entire majority be cut by 
means of slaughter, and that is not so in this case. 


Rav Hisda said to Rav Huna: On the contrary, let the Master 
say the opposite. The dispute is only in a case when one 
diverted the knife upward toward the head of the animal, cut 
one-third of the windpipe, and then cut two-thirds within the 
ring, as Rabbi Yosei, son of Rabbi Yehuda, holds that the 
slaughter is valid just as it is in the case where half the windpipe 
is deficient." In that case, once the slaughterer cuts any additional 
part of the windpipe, the slaughter is valid because the cut that 
rendered a majority of the windpipe slaughtered was performed 
properly. So too in this case, since the cut of the second third was 
performed properly, the slaughter is valid. 


And the Rabbis hold that there, in the case of the deficient wind- 
pipe, the deficiency was in the place of proper slaughter, and 
therefore most of the life of the animal left in the proper place. 
Here, the first third was cut while the knife was diverted, and 
therefore most of the life of the animal did not leave in the place 
of proper slaughter. 


But in a case where one cut two-thirds of the windpipe within 

the ring and then diverted the knife and cut the remaining one- 
third," everyone agrees that the slaughter is valid, as didn’t we 

learn in a mishna (27a): The halakhic status of the slaughter of 
the majority of one siman, the windpipe or the gullet, is like that 

of the slaughter of the entire siman itself? 


Rav Yosef said to Rav Hisda: Who will say to us that with regard 
to the mishna there concerning the majority of one siman, 
Rabbi Yosei, son of Rabbi Yehuda, did not teach it? Perhaps 
Rabbi Yosei, son of Rabbi Yehuda, taught it, and the Rabbis 
disagree. 


Abaye said to Rav Yosef: Is that to say that with regard to all 
principles that address majorities in general, Rabbi Yosei, son 
of Rabbi Yehuda, taught them? Rav Yosef said to him: I am 
speaking of the principle of majority with regard to slaughter, 
as we heard that the Rabbis disagree with him. 
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Some say that there is an alternative version of this discussion: Rav 
Huna said that Rav Asi says: The dispute is only in a case where 
one diverted the knife upward toward the head of the animal, cut 
one-third of the windpipe, and then cut two-thirds within the ring, 
as Rabbi Yosei, son of Rabbi Yehuda, holds that the slaughter is 
valid just as it is in the case where half the windpipe is deficient, 
and the Rabbis hold that there, in the case of the deficient windpipe, 
the deficiency was in the place of proper slaughter, but here, 
most of the life of the animal did not leave in the place of proper 
slaughter. 


But in a case where one cut two-thirds of the windpipe within the 
ring and then diverted the knife and cut the remaining one-third, 
everyone agrees that the slaughter is valid, as didn’t we learn in a 
mishna (27a): The halakhic status of the slaughter of the majority 
of one siman, the windpipe or the gullet, is like that of the slaughter 
of the entire siman itself? 


Rav Hisda objects to this: Who will say to us that with regard to 
the mishna there concerning the majority of one siman, Rabbi 
Yosei, son of Rabbi Yehuda, did not teach it? Perhaps Rabbi Yosei, 
son of Rabbi Yehuda, taught it, and the Rabbis disagree. Rav Yosef 
said to Rav Hisda: Is that to say that with regard to all principles 
that address majorities in general, Rabbi Yosei, son of Rabbi 
Yehuda, taught them? Rav Hisda said to him: I am speaking of the 
principle of majority with regard to slaughter, as we heard that 
the Rabbis disagree with him. 


§ Ifone diverted the knife and cut one-third of the windpipe, and 
then cut one-third properly, and then diverted and cut the final 
one-third," Rav Huna says that Rav says: The slaughter is valid. 
Rav Yehuda says that Rav says: The animal is a tereifa, i.e., forbid- 
den. Rav Huna says that Rav says: The slaughter is valid, as when 
the life left the animal, it was in the course of a valid slaughter 
that it left. Rav Yehuda says that Rav says: The animal is a tereifa, 
as we require a majority of the windpipe to be cut with valid 
slaughter," and that is not the case. 


If one cut one-third of the windpipe properly, and then diverted 

the knife and cut one-third, and then cut the final one-third of the 

windpipe properly, Rav Yehuda says that Rav said: The slaughter 
is valid. When the Sages came and asked Rav Huna, he said to 

them: It is a tereifa. Rav Yehuda heard the ruling of Rav Huna, and 

he was angry. He said: I deem it a tereifa and he deems the slaugh- 
ter valid, and I deem the slaughter valid and he deems it a tereifa. 
Rav Huna said: It is proper that he was angry. One reason is that 
he heard it from Rav and I did not hear it from Rav; and further- 
more, isn’t there the majority of the siman that was cut with 
valid slaughter? 


Rav Hisda said to Rav Huna: Do not retract your statement, 


HALAKHA 


One diverted the knife and cut one-third and then 
cut one-third properly and then diverted and cut 
one-third - ww oym whw onw why onan: If 
one diverted the knife and cut one-third, and then 
cut one-third properly, and then diverted and cut 
one-third, his slaughter is not valid. If one cut one- 
third of the windpipe properly, and then diverted 
the knife and cut one-third, and then cut the final 
one-third properly, his slaughter is valid. This ruling 
is in accordance with the opinion of Rav Yehuda, to 
which Rav Huna conceded, that the slaughter is valid 
provided that a majority of the slaughter was valid 
(Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Shehita 3:13; Shulhan 
Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 24:13). 


NOTES 


The animal is a tereifa as we require a majority of the wind- 
pipe to be cut with valid slaughter — nwnw Kan pya ADI: 
The Ramban explains that the fundamental dispute is that Rav 
Huna considers diverting the knife as an act of slaughter that 
is not valid despite the fact that it is performed in the place of 
slaughter. Therefore, the status of the slaughter depends upon 
whether when the majority of the windpipe, the second third, 
was cut, it was cut properly. Rav Yehuda holds that diverting the 
knife is not considered to be performed in the place of slaughter 
at all. Therefore, as long as the majority of the windpipe was 
slaughtered properly, the slaughter is valid and it makes no 
difference whether the majority was cut in the middle third of 
the windpipe or in the final third. 

Other early commentaries cite a variant version of the reason 
for the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda: At the time when life leaves 
the animal, a majority of the windpipe must be cut with proper 
slaughter and that is not the case. Rashi rejects that version, 


as according to that version Rav Yehuda requires both that a 
majority of the windpipe be cut with proper slaughter and 
that life leave the animal by means of the proper slaughter 
of a majority of the windpipe. However, that cannot be Rav 
Yehuda's opinion, as he states that in a case where one cut 
one-third of the windpipe properly, then diverted the knife 
and cut one-third, and then cut the final one-third properly, 
his slaughter is valid. 

Others suggest that the meaning of the phrase: When life 
leaves the animal we require a majority to be cut with proper 
slaughter, is not that the entire majority must be cut with proper 
slaughter. Rather, it means that the majority of the majority 
must be slaughtered properly. According to that interpreta- 
tion, Rav Yehuda’s opinion is understandable, as the slaughter 
is not valid when the first third was cut with diverting of the 
knife, because that one-third is a majority of the majority of 
the windpipe. By contrast, when he cut the first third properly, 


the slaughter is valid because the majority of the majority of 
the windpipe was slaughtered properly (Josefot HaRosh; Torat 
Hayyim). 


(1) Diverted the first third, properly cut the second third, and diverted the final 
third; (2) properly cut the first third, diverted the second third, and properly cut 
the final third. 
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as, if you retract your statement, you repudiate the first ruling that 
you stated with regard to a case where one diverted the knife and cut 
one-third of the windpipe, and then cut one-third properly, and then 
diverted and cut the final one-third. There, what is the reason that 
you deemed the slaughter valid? The reason is that when life left 
the animal with the cutting of the second third of the windpipe, it 
left the animal in the course of valid slaughter. Based on that reason- 
ing, here too, when life left the animal with the cutting of the second 
third of the windpipe, it left the animal in the course of diverting 
the knife, and the slaughter is invalid. 


Rav Nahman happened to come to Sura, where they asked him: If 
one cut one-third of the windpipe properly, and then diverted the 
knife and cut one-third, and then cut the final one-third of the 
windpipe properly, what is the halakha? He said to them: Isn’t that 
the halakha stated by Rabbi Elazar bar Minyumi, as Rabbi Elazar 
bar Minyumi says: Slaughter that is performed like the teeth ofa 
comb,” which are jagged, is valid. 


The Gemara objects: And perhaps Rabbi Elazar bar Minyumi stated 
his halakha only when the slaughter goes up and down within the 
proper place of slaughter. The Gemara asks in response: Within the 
proper place of slaughter, what is the purpose of stating it? Clearly 
the slaughter is valid in that case. The Gemara explains: Lest you say 
that we require slaughter that is clear and straight, and slaughter 
that is jagged is not straight, therefore, Rabbi Elazar bar Minyumi 
teaches us that nevertheless, the slaughter is valid. 


The Gemara cites a mnemonic for the order of the Sages in the fol- 
lowing discussion: Beit for Rabbi Abba; kaf for Rav Kahana; dalet 
for Rav Yehuda. 


Rabbi Abba sat behind Rav Kahana and Rav Kahana sat before 

Rav Yehuda, and he sat and said to Rav Yehuda: If one cut one- 
third of the windpipe properly, and then diverted the knife and cut 

one-third, and then cut the final one-third of the windpipe properly, 
what is the halakha? Rav Yehuda said to Rav Kahana: His slaughter 
is valid. 


Rav Kahana then asked: If one diverted the knife and cut one-third 
of the windpipe, and then cut one-third properly, and then diverted 
and cut the final one-third, what is the halakha? Rav Yehuda said 
to him: His slaughter is not valid. 


Rav Kahana then asked: If one cut in a place where there was a 
perforation" in the front of the windpipe and continued cutting, 
what is the halakha? Rav Yehuda said to him: His slaughter is valid. 


Rav Kahana further asked: If one cut the windpipe and after cutting 
half the windpipe encountered a perforation, after which point a 
majority of the windpipe had been cut, what is the halakha? Rav 
Yehuda said to him: His slaughter is not valid. 


HALAKHA 


Slaughter that is performed like the teeth of a comb —nynw 
pba Mwy: If one cut the windpipe in a pattern like the teeth 
of a comb, e.g., one diverted the knife upward toward the top 
of the windpipe and then pointed it downward and cut, and 
then pointed it upward again so that the incision is serrated like 
a comb (Mahari Haviv), or one cut around the circumference of 
the simanim instead of cutting straight through (Perisha), the 
slaughter is valid (see Taz). Nevertheless, it is certainly prohibited 
to slaughter in that manner ab initio (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, 
Hilkhot Shehita 2:10; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 21:4 and Arukh 
HaShulhan there). 


If one cut in a place where there was a perforation - pnw 
372 Dipa: If half the windpipe was cut or deficient and one 
cut the windpipe to complete a majority, and he knows that the 
gullet was not perforated, the slaughter is valid and the animal 
is not a tereifa. Likewise, if one began cutting the windpipe in a 
place where it is intact and encountered a cut or deficiency and 
the existing cut completes the majority, the slaughter is valid, in 
accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yohanan (Rambam Sefer 
Kedusha, Hilkhot Shehita 1:1; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De'a 21:5). 
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Rabbi Abba went to Eretz Yisrael and stated these halakhot in the 
presence of Rabbi Elazar, and Rabbi Elazar went and stated these 
halakhot in the presence of Rabbi Yohanan. Rabbi Yohanan said to 
him: What is different about a case where one cut in a place where 
there was a perforation relative to a case where he encountered a 
perforation in the middle of the slaughter? 


Rabbi Elazar said to him: In a case where one cut in a place where 
there was a perforation, it becomes like an animal that a gentile 
began to slaughter and a Jew completed its slaughter," in which case 
the slaughter is valid. In a case where one cut the windpipe and 
encountered a perforation, it becomes like an animal that a Jew 
began to slaughter and a gentile completed its slaughter, in which 
case the slaughter is not valid. Rabbi Yohanan mockingly proclaimed 
about him: Gentile, gentile, i.e., you merely repeat something about 
gentiles. Rabbi Yohanan did not accept the distinction. 


Rava said: Rabbi Yohanan did well when he proclaimed about him: 
Gentile, gentile. Granted, there, in the case where the gentile com- 
pleted the slaughter, since a Jew was supposed to cut a majority of 
the windpipe and he did not cut it, when life left the animal it left 
by the hand of a gentile. But here, after all, he was the one who 
slaughtered the entire animal, and the animal was not a tereifa until 
this point, and so what difference is there to me if one began to cut 
in a place where there was a perforation and what difference is there 
to me if he encountered a perforation? 


MISHNA seg tabs: ters ear es of the 


throat," his slaughter is valid.“ One who 
pinches the neck of a bird offering from the sides," his pinching? is 
not valid. One who slaughters from the nape [oref] of the neck, his 
slaughter is not valid.“ One who pinches a bird offering from the 
nape of the neck, his pinching is valid. One who slaughters from 
the throat, his slaughter is valid. One who pinches a bird offering 
from the throat, his pinching is not valid, as the entire nape is valid 
for pinching and the entire throat is valid for slaughter." It is found 
that that which is valid for slaughter is not valid for pinching and 
that which is valid for pinching is not valid for slaughter. 


G E M ARA With regard to the statement in the mishna: 


One who slaughters an animal from the oref, 
its slaughter is not valid, the Gemara asks: What is the meaning of 
oref? If we say that the reference is to the actual occipital bone at 
the rear of the skull, why does this halakha apply specifically to one 
who slaughters from the oref? Even if one pinches a bird offering 
from the oref it would also not be valid, as the Merciful One states: 


“Pinch off its head adjacent to its oref” (Leviticus 5:8), at the nape 


beneath the occipital bone, and not its oref. Rather, what is the oref 
mentioned in the mishna? It is adjacent to the oref, the back of the 
neck below the occipital bone, as it is taught in the latter clause of 
the mishna: The entire nape is valid for pinching. 


NOTES 


One who slaughters from the sides of the throat, his slaughter 
is valid — TW inwe pagg pa viw: Although the phrase: The 
slaughter is valid, indicates that it is valid after the fact, Rashi writes 
hat it is permitted ab initio. In contrast to pinching, with regard to 
which it is written: Adjacent to its oref, which means from behind, 
and therefore pinching from the sides is not valid, the requirement 
or the slaughter of an animal is that the simanim must be cut 
(Rashba on 20a), which can be accomplished from the sides. Other 
early commentaries understand that one may not slaughter from 
he sides ab initio, lest he break the neck bone before cutting the 
simanim, as the simanim are soft and will be moved aside by the 
nife (Tosafot; Rambam), which would render the animal a tereifa. 
By contrast, when one slaughters from the front, the neck bone will 
prevent the simanim from being moved aside. Even if the neck bone 
is not broken when slaughtering from the sides, it is prohibited ab 
initio because cutting from the sides will cause suffering of living 


beings (Ran), or due to the concern that the knife will become 
notched by means of the neck bone (Meiri). Others understand 
Rashi to mean that the term: From the sides, is referring to the sides 
of the actual simanim, not the sides of the throat of the animal 
(Shita Mekubbetzet). 


One who slaughters from the nape, his slaughter is not valid - 
abies inv qiiyy pa viw: The reason is that in that case it is 
inevitable that the neck bone along with the spinal cord will be 
cut first, and when he severs the simanim it will turn out that he 
slaughtered an animal or bird that is a tereifa. The Gemara (20a) 
explains that the reason the slaughter is not valid is not because 
the slaughter was from the nape; rather, it is due to the cutting of 
the neck bone. Therefore, if he pulled the simanim behind the neck 
bone and cut them, the slaughter is valid, and one may do so even 
ab initio (Shita Mekubbetzet; Peri Toar). 
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HALAKHA 


A gentile began to slaughter and a Jew com- 
pleted its slaughter — yw waa} ia bmw: If one 
ineligible to perform slaughter, e.g., a gentile, 
began slaughtering an animal, and one eligible to 
perform slaughter completed the slaughter, or if 
one eligible to perform slaughter began slaughter- 
ing an animal and the slaughter was completed by 
one whois ineligible, the slaughter is not valid. This 
ruling applies only when the gentile cut the gullet 
or the majority of the windpipe to the degree that 
the animal was rendered an unslaughtered carcass. 
But if the gentile cut half the windpipe and the Jew 
completed cutting the windpipe, the slaughter is 
valid. The same halakha applies if the Jew began 
and cut a majority of the windpipe and the gentile 
completed cutting it, based on the Gemara here 
and the Tosefta (Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 2:10, and 
Shakh and Gra there). 


One who slaughters from the sides of the 
throat — pigsa ja oNiwa: One must slaughter 
the animal from the middle of the throat, but if 
he slaughtered from the sides of the throat the 
slaughter is valid. It is valid only if he moved the 
simanim to the side from which he is cutting and 
he is certain that he cut the simanim before he cut 
the neck bone. The later commentaries ruled that 
the slaughter is valid even if he did not move the 
simanim (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Shehita 
1:9; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 20:3, and Taz and 
Gra there). 


One who pinches a bird offering from the 
sides — pT1¥7 ya phian: One pinches the nape 
of a bird offering adjacent to the occipital bone. If 
one pinches the bird burnt offering or sin offering 
from the sides of the neck, the pinching is not valid, 
and its halakhic status is as though he strangled or 
stabbed the bird. The entire nape of the neck is fit 
for pinching (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh 
HaKorbanot 6:23). 


And the entire throat is valid for slaughter — boy 
mony Ww Wis: Slaughter is performed at the 
throat. The entire throat is fit for slaughter; at the 
top of the throat toward the head from the begin- 
ning of the incline of the thyroid cartilage and 
below. Slaughter ab initio should be performed 
from the large upper ring and below. The lower 
boundary is the place that the tip of the lung 
reaches when the animal extends its neck to 
graze or when the lung is inflated (Rambam Sefer 
Kedusha, Hilkhot Shehita 6:1; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh 
De‘a 20:1). 


BACKGROUND 


Pinching - apn: Doves and young pigeons sac- 
rificed as offerings i in the Temple were not killed 
by ritual slaughter with a knife, like other offerings, 
but rather by pinching the napes of their necks. 
This was considered an especially difficult proce- 
dure to perform. The priest would hold the bird 
in his left hand with its legs and wings between 
his fingers, and the back of its neck stretched 
out and facing upward. With his right fingernail, 
which he grew especially long for this purpose, 
he priest would cut the bird's neck and spine from 
he nape until he severed its gullet, windpipe, or 
both of them, depending upon the offering. If the 
bird was to be sacrificed as a burnt offering, the 
priest would completely sever its head. If it was 
designated as a sin offering, he would leave the 
head attached. 
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BACKGROUND 
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- "ew bya” 207 104 rng ‘272 The Gemara asks: From where are these matters derived? They are 
ADIK NIT ays nx mM Dyg derived as the Sages taught in a baraita: In the phrase “adjacent to 
by M093" BIN nbn av) amy [mimmul] its oref, ‘adjacent means a place iat sees the oref 5 and not 
KOT 13) PAIN ND "on xn aw the oref itself. And likewise, the verse states: “And they reside adjacent 
to me [mimmuli]” (Numbers 22:5);" and the verse states: “For they 
ban YNT MINT PYT x) mA WY have turned their oref unto Me, and not their face” (Jeremiah 2:27). 
on 13D 3” YV KA - KDI A The Gemara asks: What is added by the latter proof, introduced with 
Dg mah ay bon roD en qi the term: And the verse states? The Gemara answers: And if you would 
say, we do not know where the oref itself is, so that we will know 
where adjacent to it is, come and hear: “For they have turned their 
oref unto Me, and not their face,” from which it may be ascertained by 

inference that the oref is opposite the face, at the rear of the head. 


i TRI eeeeeD Tatas) place: that geas theret vin apa MNS MTT D7 A VK Q The sons of Rabbi Hiyya’ say: How is the mitzva of pinching of a 


Moves the two simanim - wyp MTA: KIN Pa aya rime) Diyo bird offering performed? One moves the two simanim® that must be 
severed in ritual slaughter, i.e., the windpipe and the gullet, behind the 
nape and pinches. There is a dispute among the Sages with regard to 
the meaning of the statement. There are those who say: The mitzva ab 
initio is to pinch through the spinal column first and then pinch the 
windpipe and the gullet, and one may even move the simanim to 
behind the nape and pinch. And there are those who say: The mitzva 
is specifically to move the simanim behind" the nape and pinch. 


IND PONT NPN PIT TS NT 


PRATTIN WANTIKA NANDI The Gemara notes: And it is reasonable according to the one who 
inwnw -aiya p Niwa onpm Says: One may even move the simanim behind the nape. From where 
“by. oie ‘bem does one draw that conclusion? It is from the fact that the mishna 
teaches: One who slaughters from the nape of the neck, his slaughter 
is not valid. One who pinches from the nape of the neck, his 
pinching is valid. 
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NOTES 


And they reside adjacent to me [mimmulli] - ban aw) xim: This And there are those who say the mitzva is specifically to move 
Position of a bird's neck during pinching is the statement of Balak, king of Moab, about the children of Israel the simanim behind - KPIT VIN "WANT KPNI: Since the primary 
who arrived in a place adjacent to his land. It indicates that the component of pinching is ‘the cutting of the simanim, if one did 
word mul refers to an entity that is not immediately adjacent. In this not move them behind the neck bone but cut the neck bone first, 
context, it does not refer to the area immediately adjacent to the the pinching is not valid (Rashi), because the bird became a tereifa 
occipital bone at the rear of the skull. Rather, the reference isto any before he pinched the simanim (Ramban). Tosafot hold that even 
place where there is no obstruction between it and the occipital according to this opinion, although one must move the simanim 
bone. behind the neck bone ab initio, it is valid after the fact even if one 
failed to do so. 


PERSONALITIES 


The sons of Rabbi Hiyya — x» 937 93: Yehuda and Hizkiyya, sons The sons of Rabbi Hiyya are often mentioned together, but there 
of Rabbi Hiyya, were twins who were born to their mother Yehudit _ are times when they are mentioned separately. Yehuda, who occa- 
three months apart. In their youth, they ascended with theirfatherto sionally has the honorific beribbi, meaning prominent, attached to 
Eretz Yisrael from Babylonia. At that point, they were already promi- his name, married the daughter of Rabbi Yannai, one of the promi- 
nent Torah scholars, to the extent that the Sages said that Rabbi nent Sages of that generation. Yehuda was highly regarded and died 
Hiyya and his sons reestablished the Torah in Eretz Yisrael. When they young, during the lifetime of his father-in-law. Hizkiyya redacted an 
reached Eretz Yisrael, they and their father were disciples of Rabbi anthology of baraitot, which are introduced with the phrase: The 
Yehuda HaNasi and were especially beloved and valued. In several school of Hizkiyya taught, and he is quoted extensively in both 
places, the Gemara relates that they were extremely righteous indi- the Babylonian Talmud and the Jerusalem Talmud. He and Rabbi 
viduals whose prayers were answered. Like their father, they did | Yohanan frequently engaged in halakhic disputes. 

not earn their livelihood from Torah but engaged in agriculture The sons of Rabbi Hiyya lived in Tiberias and were buried there 
and commerce. alongside their father. 
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KIPR NANDIT IIN PAYT xpop *x] And if it enters your mind that the mitzva is specifically to move the 
yow xd xox boa uniw oan apbin simanim behind the nape and pinch them, why did the tanna say spe- 
B PANN Sanma Cifically that if one pinches in this manner it is valid? Even if one 
slaughters from the nape in this manner the slaughter would be valid. 
Rather, must one not conclude from it that the proper understanding 
is: One may even move the simanim behind the nape and pinch, and 
the mishna is referring to a case where one did not move the simanim 
behind the nape. 
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Rabbi Yannai says: The young ones [rovin],' the sons of Rabbi 
Hiyya, shall receive their response that rejects their statement 
from that which is taught in the mishna: It is found that that 
which is valid for slaughter is not valid for pinching and that 
which is valid for pinching is not valid for slaughter. What does 
this statement serve to exclude? Does it not serve to exclude the 
case where one moves the simanim behind the nape, teaching 
that it is valid only for slaughter and not for pinching? 


Rabba bar bar Hana said: No, perhaps it serves to exclude one 
who uses a tooth or a fingernail that is not detached, which are 
valid for pinching and not valid for slaughter. The Gemara objects: 
That could not be, as the tanna teaches explicitly the case of a 
tooth and a fingernail in a mishna (15b), and there was no need 
to repeat it. 


Rather, Rabbi Yirmeya said: The statement of the mishna: That 
which is valid for slaughter is not valid for pinching, serves to 
exclude drawing back and forth. One who pinches may not cut 
the simanim by drawing his fingernail back and forth. Rather, he 
must press and cut them in one motion. The Gemara asks: This 
works out well according to the one who says: Drawing back 
and forth for pinching is not valid, but according to the one 
who says: It is valid, what is there to say? The Gemara answers: 
The sons of Rabbi Hiyya hold in accordance with the one who 
says: Drawing back and forth for pinching is not valid. 


Rav Kahana says: The mitzva of pinching" is that one cuts with 

his fingernail from the nape and continues downward, and that 

is its mitzva. Rabbi Avin thought to say: Cuts and continues 

downward, yes; draws back and forth, no. Rabbi Yirmeya said 

to him: All the more so that drawing back and forth for pinch- 
ing is valid. The Gemara asks: And what is the meaning of the 

phrase: That is its mitzva, which indicates that it is specifically in 

that manner? The Gemara answers: Say that it means: That too is 

its mitzva. 


§ Rabbi Yirmeya says that Shmuel says: Any place that is valid 
for slaughter’ on the throat is correspondingly valid for pinch- 
ing on the nape. By inference, any place on the throat that is not 
valid for slaughter is not valid for pinching. The Gemara asks: 
What does this statement serve to exclude? If we say that it serves 
to exclude ripping the simanim from their place before cutting 
them, which is invalid with regard to pinching just as with regard 
to slaughter, but didn’t Rami bar Yehezkel teach: There is no 
disqualification of ripping the simanim in the case of a bird? 


Rav Pappa said: It serves to exclude pinching the occipital bone 
at the back of its head; just as it is not the place of slaughter, it is 
not the place of pinching. The Gemara asks: Isn't it obvious that 
pinching at the back of its head is not valid? The Merciful One 
states: “Adjacent to its nape,’ and not at its head. 


The Gemara answers: What is its head that is not the place for 
pinching? It is the incline of its head, e.g., in a case where one 
began at the incline of its head and diverted and continued 
until he reached below to the place of the simanim, where he 
completed the pinching. Since he began the process in the incor- 
rect location, it is invalid, similar to slaughter. And this is in accor- 
dance with the opinion that Rav Huna says that Rav Asi says, as 
Rav Huna says that Rav Asi says: If one diverted the knife 
upward and cut one-third of the windpipe and then cut two- 
thirds within the ring, the slaughter is not valid. 


Rav Aha, son of Rava, said to Rav Ashi: With regard to that 
which Rami bar Yehezkel teaches: There is no disqualification 
for ripping simanim in a bird, we say it only according to the 
one who says: There is no source for the slaughter of a bird in 
the Torah. 


he publisher 


LANGUAGE 
Young ones [rovin] — pain: The reference is to 
youths who are still maturing. It is similar to the 
term riva, meaning young woman. 


HALAKHA 


The mitzva of pinching - apn myn: How does 
one pinch the nape of the neck of a bird offering? 
He cuts downward with his fingernail and cuts 
the neck bone and the simanim. If he chooses to 
draw his fingernail back and forth and thereby cut 
the neck bone and simanim, he may do so. If he 
chooses to cut the neck bone and the simanim by 
pressing the fingernail, he may do so, in accordance 
with the opinion of Rav Kahana and the explana- 
tion of Rabbi Yirmeya (Rambam Sefer Avoda Hilkhot, 
Ma‘aseh HaKorbanot 6:23). 


NOTES 
Any place that is valid in slaughter - wa bs 
moma: This includes from the incline of the thy- 
roid cartilage at the top of the windpipe (see 19a) 
down to the roof of the crop (Beit Yosef, Yoreh Dea 
20; see 56b). 
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Neck of a bird 
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NOTES 


And even according to the one who says that the 
halakhic status of a bird is like that of an animal, 
etc. — ^9) T722 WRT p04 ag: This statement is 
unclear and does not appear in several manuscripts of 
the Talmud. Some explain that it is an addition based 
on Rashi’s explanation and means the following: Even 
according to one who holds that birds were likened to 
animals with regard to slaughter, as they were juxta- 
posed in the verse: “This is the law of the animal, and of 
the bird” (Leviticus 11:46), and since there is no selective 
juxtaposition they are likened even with regard to the 
ripping of simanim, even so, since the details of these 
halakhot were transmitted to Moses at Sinai, it can be 
said that God told him that birds were not likened to 
animals in this regard. 
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But according to the one who says: There is a source for the 
slaughter of a bird in the Torah," there is disqualification for 
ripping simanim in a bird as well. 


Rav Ashi said to him: On the contrary, the opposite is reasonable. 
According to the one who says: There is a source for the slaughter 
of a bird in the Torah, the halakhot of slaughter are not explicit 
and were transmitted to Moses orally, and it can be said that this 
is what God taught him, that there is no disqualification for rip- 
ping simanim. And even according to the one who says that the 
halakhic status of a bird is like that of an animal, as the halakhot 
of the slaughter of a bird are derived from the halakhot of the 
slaughter ofan animal, perhaps God taught Moses that with regard 
to the matter of ripping simanim it will not be like an animal. 


But according to the one who says: There is no source for the 
slaughter of a bird in the Torah, but rather it is by rabbinic law, 
from where are the halakhot of the slaughter of a bird learned? 
They are learned from the halakhot of the slaughter of an animal; 
consequently, the entire matter of the slaughter of a bird is like 
that of an animal. 


Ravina said: Ravin bar Kisi said to me: With regard to that which 
Rami bar Yehezkel teaches, i.e., that there is no disqualification 
for ripping simanim in a bird, we say it only with regard to 
pinching, but with regard to slaughter, there is disqualification 
for ripping simanim." The Gemara objects: But doesn’t Rabbi 
Yirmeya say that Shmuel says: Any place that is valid for slaugh- 
ter on the throat is correspondingly valid for pinching on the 
nape, but that which is not valid for slaughter is not valid for 
pinching. The Gemara explains: That halakha disagrees with this 
statement of Shmuel. 


§ Ze’eiri’ says: If the neck bone of an animal or a bird was broken 
and most of the surrounding flesh was cut with it," the status of 
the animal or the bird is that of an unslaughtered carcass. It is dead 
and can no longer be rendered fit by slaughter. 


HALAKHA 


There is a source for the slaughter of a bird in the Torah - w 
MAT ja ayd mow: There is a positive mitzva for anyone who 
wishes to eat the meat of a domesticated or undomesticated 
animal or the meat of a bird to slaughter it first (Rambam Sefer 
Kedusha, Hilkhot Shehita 1:1). 


But with regard to slaughter there is disqualification for ripping 
simanim — VPY W! Tow bax: One who pinches the nape of 
the neck of a sacrificial bird need not be concerned about ripping 
the simanim. Ripping the simanim does invalidate slaughter in a 
case where the windpipe or the gullet was ripped from the jaw 
and from the flesh before the act of slaughter was complete. With 
regard to the slaughter of a bird, if one completed cutting one or 
most of one of the simanim before ripping the other, the slaughter 


Ze’eiri — Yt: Ze'eiri was an amora during the first and second 
generation of Babylonian amora‘im. He ascended to Eretz Yisrael, 
where he was a disciple of Rabbi Hanina, who was his primary 
teacher and whom he cited when teaching many of his state- 
ments. He was considered a man of extreme prominence, to 
the extent that Rabbi Yohanan sought to marry his daughter 
to Ze'eiri. Ze’eiri later returned to Babylonia and taught many 
students, including Rabbi Hiyya bar Ashi, who was a student 


PERSONALITIES 


is valid. If one siman was ripped before the other was cut properly, 
the slaughter is not valid, in accordance with the opinion of Ravin 
bar Kisi. The custom is to invalidate any slaughter in which there 
was any ripping of the simanim (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot 
Shehita 3:14; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De'a 24:15, and in the comment 
of Rema). 


If the neck bone was broken and most of the flesh was cut 
with it - may Wa ain n72 TAWI: If the neck bone and most 
of the flesh from the nape were cut, the animal or bird assumes 
the status of an unslaughtered carcass even if it is still alive, and 
slaughtering is ineffective even though it is convulsing, in accor- 
dance with the opinion of Ze'eiri (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot 
Shehita 3:19 and Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Shear Avot HaTumot 2:1). 


of Rav. Ze'eiri participated in disputes with the most prominent 
Babylonian amora‘im, and his opinion was highly regarded, to 
the extent that Rava said about him that any matter that was not 
explained by Ze’eiri was not explained at all. The lack of the title 
Rav or Rabbi preceding his name, like Shmuel, indicates on the 
one hand his importance in the estimation of the Sages, and on 
the other hand that he was not ordained by the Sages during his 
tenure in Eretz Yisrael. 
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Rav Hisda said that we learn this in a mishna (Zevahim 68a) as well: 
If one pinched a bird offering with a knife" and not with his thumb- 
nail, the bird renders the garments of one who swallows it impure 
when it is in the throat,™ which is the halakha in the case of an 
unslaughtered carcass of a kosher bird. And if you would say that if 
the neck bone of an animal or a bird was broken and most of the 
surrounding flesh was cut with it, the bird is not an unslaughtered 
carcass but it is a tereifa, then since with regard to a bird offering its 
pinching is its slaughter, let pinching with a knife be effective to 
purify the bird from the impurity of an unslaughtered carcass, 
as a tereifa does not transmit impurity when slaughtered properly. 
From the halakha that pinching with a knife does not render the 
bird pure it is evident that when its neck bone is broken the bird is 
rendered an unslaughtered carcass. 


The Sages say in response: There, pinching with a knife is ineffective 
in rendering it pure not because the breaking of the neck bone 
renders the bird an unslaughtered carcass. Rather, it is because it is 
not slaughter at all. The Gemara asks: What is the reason? Rav 
Huna says: It is because he conceals the knife" and performs an 
inverted slaughter, which invalidates the slaughter. Rava says: It is 
because he presses the knife. 


The Gemara asks: With regard to the one who says: Because he 
conceals the knife and performs an inverted slaughter, what is the 
reason that he does not say: Because he presses the knife? The 
Gemara answers: It is because he holds that drawing back and forth 
in pinching is valid. The Gemara asks: And the one who says: 
Because he presses the knife, what is the reason that he does not 
say: Because he conceals [mahlid] the knife? The Gemara answers 
that he could have said to you: What are the circumstances of 
concealing" the knife? It is like a rat [hulda] that resides in the 
foundations of houses that are concealed. Here, when he begins 
cutting from the nape of the neck, that knife is exposed. 


Rava said: If that which Ze'eiri said: If the neck bone of an animal 
or a bird was broken and most of the surrounding flesh was cut with 
it, the status of the animal or the bird is that of an unslaughtered 
carcass, is difficult for me, this is difficult for me: How does pinch- 
ing a bird offering prepare it for sacrifice? Since pinching involves 
breaking the neck bone and cutting most of the surrounding flesh 
with it before cutting the simanim, what significance is there to 
pinching the simanim? And does he stand and pinch a dead bird? 
If it is dead, of what use is the pinching? 


NOTES 


Renders the garments impure when it is in the throat — Kava 
mbar Max Da: The impurity of an unslaughtered carcass 
of a kosher bird was derived by the Sages from the verse: “And 


every soul that eats an unslaughtered carcass, or a tereifa... 


shall wash his garments, and immerse himself in water, and 
be impure until the evening; then shall he be pure” (Leviticus 
17:15). The verse is not referring to the unslaughtered carcass 
of an animal, as that imparts impurity through contact and 
carrying (see Leviticus 17:39—-40). Rather, the reference is to the 
unslaughtered carcass of a kosher bird. Since the verse states: 
“And every soul,’ the Sages inferred that it imparts impurity only 
when it is in the place of the soul, meaning the throat, and not 
when it is in one’s mouth or in his intestines. The fact that eating 
is mentioned comes only to teach that the measure of impurity 
is like the measure of eating, i.e., an olive-bulk. Since the verse 
mentions that one who eats the unslaughtered carcass of a 
kosher bird must launder his garments, the Sages derived that 


as long as the olive-bulk of the carcass is in the person's throat, 
he imparts impurity to vessels and garments that he touches. 
Once the meat is no longer in his throat, he assumes first-degree 
ritual impurity status, which does not impart impurity to vessels 
and garments. 


Because he conceals the knife — von sam nan: Rashi 
explains that when slaughtering a bird one must make certain 
hat the knife is not completely concealed in the neck of the bird 
ike a rat in a burrow. When slaughtering from the nape, the knife 
is impeded by the neck bone and is covered on both sides. When 
he cuts from the throat he cuts flesh, and when cutting flesh, the 
flesh separates and the knife is not completely concealed. See 
Tosafot, who explain that cutting from the nape, in the opposite 
direction from slaughter, constitutes concealment of the knife 
because he is cutting the simanim from the inside out. 
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HALAKHA 

If one pinched a bird offering with a knife - papa Pon: 
If one pinched the nape of the neck of a bird with a knife, 
or if he pinched the nape of a non-sacred bird or the nape 
of a sacrificial bird outside the Temple courtyard, the bird 
becomes an unslaughtered carcass. In addition, the gar- 
ments of a person with an olive-bulk of its meat in his 
throat become impure, as do other garments and vessels 
that he is touching, in accordance with the mishna (Ram- 
bam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 7:3 and Sefer 
Tahara, Hilkhot Shear Avot HaTumot 3:1, 12). 


Concealing - atm: What is the concealing of the knife 
that invalidates slaughter? It is where one introduced the 
knife between the simanim, and either cut the bottom 
siman properly in a downward motion and then withdrew 
the knife and cut the upper siman, or cut the upper siman 
in an upward motion, which is not the manner in which 
it is to be cut (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Shehita 
3:9; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 24:7, and Shakh and Gra on 
24:9). 


BACKGROUND 

Throat - ayban twa: A unique halakha applies to the 
unslaughtered carcass of a kosher bird. Although it is ritu- 
ally impure, it does not impart impurity through contact 
and carrying like the unslaughtered carcass of an animal. 
Rather, it imparts impurity only to the person who eats it. 
When an olive-bulk of the carcass passes through one's 
throat, he becomes ritually impure, as do the garments 
he is wearing at the time. In addition, he renders impure 
any garments or vessels with which he comes into contact 
while the meat is in his throat. 


LANGUAGE 

Conceals [mahlid] - vbr: The Hebrew root het, lamed, 
dalet means creating a hole or digging the ground, and 
that is its meaning in other Semitic languages, including 
Aramaic. That is apparently the source of the term hulda, 
meaning rat, with regard to which the Munich manuscript 
of Pesahim (118b) states: Like a rat [hulda] that burrows 
[holedet] in the foundations of the houses. 
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NOTES 


In order to fulfill through it the mitzva of separa- 
tion — abtan myn ma op) 13: The source of the 
halakha is derived from verses cited later in the 
Gemara; just as the burning of the bird on the altar 
is performed with the head separated from the body, 
so too during pinching the head must be separated 
from the body. The precise definition of separation in 
this context is the subject of a dispute between Rashi 
and the Rambam. The Rambam understands separa- 
tion according to the straightforward understanding 
of the derivation of the Sages that one must pinch 
and completely separate the head from the body. 
Rashi explains that the reference is not to complete 
separation of the head from the body. Rather, the 
reference is to cutting both simanim. That conclusion 
is evident from the Gemara here, which indicates that 
separation does not include the skin of the bird. 


But isn’t there the minority of the simanim accord- 
ing to the Rabbis - jay) pago wya x: This is an 
allusion to the dispute between the Rabbis and Rabbi 
Elazar, son of Rabbi Shimon, cited on the next amud. 
Rabbi Elazar, son of Rabbi Shimon, holds that one 
need not cut the two simanim of a bird burnt offering 
completely, but may suffice with their majority, and 
the remaining minority does not prevent fulfillment 
of the mitzva. 


Perek | 
Daf21 Amud a 


LANGUAGE 

Astonished [eshtomam] - arinwx: The meaning 
of the term eshtomam in the etpael conjugation in 
Aramaic, like in the hitpael conjugation in Hebrew, 
involves a transposition of the shin, which belongs to 
he root, and the tav, which is part of the conjugation. 
t refers to silence accompanied by thoughts, panic, 
astonishment, or anticipation of a certain develop- 
ment. This usage appears in Hebrew elsewhere in 
he Bible, in the verse: “And | beheld in astonish- 
ment [veeshtomem], and there was none to uphold” 
(Isaiah 63:5), and in the verse: “And | was appalled 
vaeshtomem] at the vision” (Daniel 8:27). 


HALAKHA 

How does one pinch - pin %3: How does the 
priest pinch the nape of a bird offering? He cuts 
downward with his fingernail at the nape and cuts 
he spinal column and the neck bone. If the bird is a 
burnt offering he then cuts both simanim and sepa- 
rates the head from the body, while for a sin offering 
he cuts one siman or a majority of one siman and 
does not separate the head from the body. If he cut 
most of the flesh before cutting the simanim, the 
halakhic status of the animal is that of an unslaugh- 
ered carcass (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh 
HaKorbanot 6:23, 7:6). 
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Abaye said to him: And even without the statement of Ze’eiri, let 
the case of a bird burnt offering be difficult for you, as it requires 
cutting of two simanim. Since slaughter of a non-sacred bird requires 
cutting of one siman, once one siman is cut the bird is considered 
dead for all intents and purposes, and does he stand and pinch a 
dead bird? Rava said to him: There, he continues pinching in order 
to fulfill through it the mitzva of separation’ between the head and 
the body in the bird burnt offering. 


The Gemara asks: If so, there should be an obligation to cut the skin 

of the bird as well in order to fulfill the mitzva of separation. Abaye 

answers: Any element that invalidates slaughter invalidates separa- 
tion, and any element that does not invalidate slaughter does not 

invalidate separation. Failure to cut the skin does not invalidate 

slaughter. 


The Gemara objects: But isn’t there the minority of the simanim 

according to the Rabbis," which do not invalidate slaughter, as, if 
one slaughtered a majority of the simanim and a minority remained 

uncut, the slaughter is valid, and they hold that they invalidate sepa- 
ration? The Gemara clarifies: Rather, say: Any element that is in 

effect with regard to slaughter is in effect with regard to separation, 
and any element that is not in effect with regard to slaughter is not 
in effect with regard to separation. The two simanim, although they 
do not invalidate slaughter, are part of the mitzva of slaughter, while 

the skin is not part of the mitzva of slaughter. 


In any case, the statement of Zeeiri remains difficult. What is the 
significance of pinching a dead bird? Rava said: Say in explanation: 
And likewise he does when he pinches, he cuts the spinal column 
and the neck bone without a majority of the surrounding flesh and 
then he pinches the simanim. 


The Gemara relates: When Rabbi Zeira ascended from Babylonia 
to Eretz Yisrael, he found Rabbi Ami sitting and saying this hala- 
kha that Ze’eiri said, and Rabbi Zeira said to him: And does one 
stand and pinch a dead bird? Rabbi Ami was astonished [eshto- 
mam]! for a moment (see Daniel 4:16), and thought about it and 
said to Rabbi Ami: Say that this is what he does: He cuts the spinal 
column and the neck bone without a majority of the surrounding 
flesh. 


That is also taught in a baraita: How does one pinch" the nape ofa 
bird sin offering? He cuts the spinal column and the neck bone 
without a majority of the surrounding flesh until he reaches the 
gullet or the windpipe. Once he has reached the gullet or the 
windpipe, he cuts one siman or its majority and a majority of 
the surrounding flesh with it; and in a burnt offering he cuts two 
simanim or the majority of two simanim. 


The Gemara asks: Who is the tanna whose opinion is cited in the 

baraita? If you say it is the Rabbis, don’t they say that one must cut 

specifically two simanim and not their majority? If it is in accor- 
dance with the opinion of Rabbi Elazar, son of Rabbi Shimon, 
doesn’t he say that one must cut only a majority of the two simanim 

and no more, in which case why does the baraita specify two simanim 

or the majority of two simanim? 
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The Gemara answers: Say that when the baraita says two, it is 

according to the Rabbis; when it says a majority of two, it is accord- 
ing to Rabbi Elazar, son of Rabbi Shimon. And if you wish, say 
instead: Both this, two, and that, a majority of two, are in accor- 
dance with the opinion of Rabbi Elazar, son of Rabbi Shimon, and 

what is the meaning of two? It does not mean two simanim in their 
entirety; rather, it means that one must cut a significant majority of 
the simanim that is similar to two entire simanim. 


§ Rav Yehuda says that Shmuel says: If the neck bone of a person 
was broken anda majority of the surrounding flesh with it was cut, 
that person imparts impurity in a tent," i.e., if one is beneath the 
same roof with him he becomes impure, as his halakhic status is that 
of a corpse even though he is still twitching. 


And if you say that the incident of the death of Eli, the High Priest, 
whose death is described: “And his neck bone broke, and he died” 
(1 Samuel 4:18), was one where the neck bone broke without the 

majority of the surrounding flesh being cut, and nevertheless he 

died immediately, the Gemara responds: Old age is different, as it 

is written: “And it came to pass, when he made mention of the 

Ark of God, that he fell from off his seat backward by the side of 
the gate, and his neck broke, and he died; for he was an old man, 
and heavy; and he had judged Israel forty years” (1 Samuel 4:18). 


Rabbi Shmuel bar Nahmani says that Rabbi Yohanan says: If one 
ripped a person like one cuts a fish," lengthwise, the halakhic status 
of the ripped person is that of a corpse even though he is still con- 
vulsing, and he imparts impurity in a tent. Rabbi Shmuel bar 
Yitzhak says: And that is specifically ifhe was ripped from his back. 


§ The Gemara resumes discussions of the halakhot of an animal. 
Shmuel says: If one rendered the animal like a shard [gistera]"" 
by cutting it in two widthwise, its halakhic status is that of an 
unslaughtered carcass even though it is still convulsing. Rabbi 
Elazar says: If the thigh, the hind leg of the animal, was removed 
and its recess is obvious," it is an unslaughtered carcass and it 
imparts impurity even if it remains alive. The Gemara asks: What 
are the circumstances of its recess being obvious? Rava said: It is 
any situation where the animal is collapsed and even so its hind leg 
is visibly lacking.’ 


HALAKHA 


If the neck bone of a person was broken and a majority of the 
surrounding flesh with it was cut that person imparts impurity 
in a tent - bixa Nabi maY wa ain np wa maw: A corpse 
imparts impurity only after death, even if both simanim were 
cut. If the person's neck bone was broken and the majority of the 
surrounding flesh was cut, he imparts impurity like a corpse even 
if one of his limbs is convulsing. The same applies with regard to 
domesticated and undomesticated animals and birds: An animal 
in that condition is considered an unslaughtered carcass from that 
moment onward, and slaughter is no longer effective to prevent it 
from imparting impurity (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Shehita 
3:19; Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Shear Avot HaTumot 2: and Hilkhot Tumat 
Met 1:15). 


If one ripped a person like one cuts a fish — 313 iy tp: If a person's 
flesh was ripped like a fish along the length of his entire back, 
even if one of his limbs is convulsing, his halakhic status is that 
of a corpse. The same applies to animals and birds: An animal in 
that condition is considered an unslaughtered carcass from that 
moment onward, and slaughter is no longer effective, in accor- 


dance with the statement of Rabbi Yohanan and Rabbi Shmuel bar 
Yitzhak (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Shehita 3:19; Sefer Tahara, 
Hilkhot Shear Avot HaTumot 2:1 and Hilkhot Tumat Met 1:15). 


If one rendered the animal like a shard - xwa AKWY: 

Animals and birds that were cut in two are deemed unslaughtered 

carcasses, and slaughter is no longer effective. The same halakha 
applies with regard to a person: If he is cut in two he imparts impu- 
rity like a corpse even if one of his limbs is convulsing (Rambam 

Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Shehita 3:19; Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot She‘ar Avot 
HaTumot 2:1 and Hilkhot Tumat Met 1:15). 


If the thigh was removed and its recess is obvious - J» bon 
13 aw bom: Ifthe thigh bone and surrounding flesh of an animal 
or bird was ‘Temoved and the recess is obvious when the animal 
or bird is collapsed, its halakhic status is that of an unslaughtered 
carcass even if it is still alive, in accordance with the opinion of 
Rabbi Elazar (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Shehita 3:19; Sefer 
Tahara, Hilkhot Shear Avot HaTumot 2:1). 


LANGUAGE 
Shard [gistera] - KW: From the Greek yaotpa, 
gastra, meaning lower section, or the belly of an earth- 
enware receptacle. In rabbinic usage, this term refers 
to an earthenware vessel whose handles or any other 
part of the vessel broke. The term is extended to refer 
to any item that was injured or broken, or according to 
some commentaries, to any item that was cut in two, 
especially the middle of the body. 


NOTES 


If the thigh was removed and its recess is obvious — 
apa thw bom qpa dyn: The thigh of the hind leg is 
typically connected to the pelvis, where the upper 
section of the thigh bone is located. If the thigh bone 
is dislocated and the surrounding flesh is completely 
removed, resulting in a hole-like recess, the animal has 
the status of an unslaughtered carcass. From Rashi it 
appears that the reference is to a complete excision of 
the thigh, while the Meiri explains that this is the case 
even when the damage is internal. 


BACKGROUND 


The animal is collapsed and its hind leg is visibly 
lacking — TDM PRY AYIA: 


Area marked is visibly lacking when leg is removed 
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HALAKHA 


If their heads were removed — (PUKI nay: 
A creeping animal is impure only after it dies. If its head 
was severed, even if it is still connected by its skin, and 
even though it is convulsing in the manner of a tail of 
a lizard, it is impure, in accordance with the mishna in 
Oholot and the explanation of Reish Lakish (Rambam 
Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot She'ar Avot HaTumot 4:14 and Hil- 
khot Tumat Met 1:15 and Kesef Mishne there). 


BACKGROUND 
Tail of a lizard that convulses - npa191aw aieka am: 
After a limb, e.g., the tail of a lizard, is severed, its 
nerves continue to function for a short while in an 
uncontrolled manner by means of neurotransmitters 
that cause the muscles to contract. Those neurological 
reactions are not necessarily a sign of life. 
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We learned in a mishna there (Oholot 1:6) with regard to creeping 
animals whose carcasses are ritually impure: If their heads were 
removed," even if they are convulsing, they are impure" like the 
tail of a lizard that was severed that convulses® even though it is 
not alive. 


The Gemara asks: What is the meaning of the term: Were removed? 
Reish Lakish said: They were actually removed. Rabbi Asi said 
that Rabbi Mani said: It is like the separation of the head of the 
bird burnt offering. 


Rabbi Yirmeya said to Rabbi Asi: Do you mean like the separa- 
tion of the head of the bird burnt offering according to the Rabbis, 
who hold that in addition to the neck bone and the surrounding 
flesh, one also completely severs the simanim, and then you and 
Reish Lakish do not disagree, as it is just like breaking the neck of 
the animal, since nothing remains other than the skin? Or perhaps 
you mean like the separation of the head of the bird burnt offering 
according to Rabbi Elazar, son of Rabbi Shimon, who says that 
one cuts the majority of two simanim, and you and Reish Lakish 
disagree, as Reish Lakish holds that the animal imparts impurity 
only when it is completely beheaded. 


Rabbi Asi said to Rabbi Yirmeya: I mean like the separation of the 
head of the bird burnt offering according to Rabbi Elazar, son of 
Rabbi Shimon, who says that one cuts the majority of two simanim, 
and we disagree. 


There are those who say that Rabbi Shimon ben Lakish said: They 
were actually removed. Rabbi Asi said that Rabbi Mani said: It is 
like the separation of the head of the bird burnt offering according 
to Rabbi Elazar, son of Rabbi Shimon, who holds that one suffices 
with cutting a majority of two simanim. 


§ The Gemara asks: What is the opinion of the Rabbis, and what 
is the opinion of Rabbi Elazar, son of Rabbi Shimon? The dispute 
is as it is taught in a baraita: With regard to a sliding-scale offering, 
in which a poor person who cannot afford an animal sin offering 
brings two doves or two pigeons, one as a sin offering and one as a 
burnt offering, it is written: “And he shall prepare the second as 
a burnt offering, according to the ordinance” (Leviticus 5:10), 
which means according to the ordinance of an animal sin offering 
in whose stead the offering was brought. 


Do you say that it is according to the ordinance of an animal sin 
offering, or perhaps it is only according to the ordinance ofa bird 
sin offering? The Gemara answers: When it says with regard to the 
bird burnt offering brought as a gift offering: “And the priest shall 
bring it to the altar” (Leviticus 1:15), meaning that it shall be sacri- 
ficed in a unique manner, the verse distinguished between a bird 
sin offering and a bird burnt offering. And if so, how do I realize 
the meaning of the term “according to the ordinance”? It means 
according to the ordinance of an animal sin offering; just as an 
animal sin offering comes only 


If their heads were removed... 


they are impure — (PUKI NANT 


NOTES 


death. When the animal’s head is removed, it is not considered 


DAY: Rashi explains that the reference in the mishna is to the 
eight creeping animals that impart impurity when dead. Tosafot 
explain that the reference in the mishna is to animals and birds, as 
is clear from tractate Oholot. The Ra’avad explains that the earlier 
statements of Shmuel and Ze'eiri refer to a case where the neck 
bone was broken by a blow or by a fall, in which case the animal 
imparts impurity because the shattering of the bones hastens its 


dead until there are clear signs of its death or until the head is 
completely removed (Shita Mekubbetzet; see Ramban, who rejects 
that opinion). The Ra‘avad also cites the opinion that Ze'eiri did not 
say that it is an actual unslaughtered carcass. Rather, he is saying 
that at that point slaughtering the animal does not prevent it from 
imparting impurity when it dies. 
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from non-sacred animals" and not from an animal purchased with 
second-tithe money, and it is sacrificed only during the day," and 
with the right hand of the priest," so too, a bird burnt offering 
comes only from non-sacred animals, and it is sacrificed only 
during the day, and with the right hand of the priest. 


The baraita asks: If so, perhaps just as there, with regard to an ani- 
mal sin offering, slaughter is valid with the cutting of the majority 
of two simanim, the windpipe and the gullet, so too here, with 
regard to a bird burnt offering, the pinching is valid with the cutting 
of the majority of two simanim. Therefore, the verse states: “And 
pinched off its head ... and burned it on the altar” (Leviticus 1:15). 
This indicates that just as with regard to burning, the head is 
burned by itself and the body is burned by itself, so too with regard 
to pinching, the head remains by itself and the body remains 
by itself." 


Rabbi Yishmael says: “According to the ordinance” (Leviticus 
5:10), which is written with regard to the sliding-scale bird sin offer- 
ing, means according to the ordinance of the bird sin offering 
mentioned in the previous verse. Just as a bird sin offering is 
pinched adjacent to its nape (Leviticus 5:8), beneath the occipital 
bone, so too a bird burnt offering is pinched adjacent to its nape," 
beneath the occipital bone. 


If so, perhaps just as there, with regard to the bird sin offering, he 
pinches and does not separate between the head and the body and 
leaves one siman uncut," so too here, with regard to the burnt 
offering, he pinches and does not separate between the head and 
the body and leaves one siman uncut. Therefore, the verse states: 
“And the priest shall bring it,’ meaning that a bird burnt offering 
shall be sacrificed in a unique manner, not like the sin offering. 


Rabbi Elazar, son of Rabbi Shimon, says: “According to the ordi- 
nance” means according to the ordinance that is written with 
regard to a bird sin offering. Just as there, 


after the pinching, the priest holds [ohez] the head and the body 
of the bird and sprinkles the blood on the altar, so too here, with 
regard to the bird burnt offering, he holds the head and the body 
and sprinkles the blood on the altar. 


The Gemara asks: What is he saying? There is no requirement with 
regard to a bird sin offering that the priest hold both the head and 
the body while sprinkling the blood. The Gemara answers that this 
is what he is saying: Just as there, with regard to the bird sin offer- 
ing, when the head is attached [ahuz] to the body, the priest 
sprinkles the blood on the altar, so too here, with regard to the bird 
burnt offering, when the head is attached to the body, the priest 
sprinkles the blood on the altar. This is what was cited above in the 
name of Rabbi Elazar, son of Rabbi Shimon, that one cuts a majority 
of two simanim in a burnt offering and not the two simanim in 
their entirety. 


HALAKHA 


From non-sacred animals — pan ya: One who is 
obligated to bring an offering, e.g., a sin offering, may 
not purchase the animal with second-tithe money. 
Rather, he must purchase it with non-sacred funds 
(Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh HaKorbanot 
16:15 and Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot Hagiga 2:8). 


During the day - o¥a: All offerings may be sacrificed 
only during the day (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot 
Ma‘aseh HaKorbanot 4:1). 


With the right hand of the priest — mynn ia: 
A priest may perform the Temple service only with his 
right hand. If he performed the service with his left 
hand, the service is not valid, but he is not flogged for 
doing so (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Biat HaMik- 
dash 5:18). 


The head remains by itself and the body remains 
by itself...adjacent to its nape — qam jayya WNI 
qiy Dran..inyya: How was the bird burnt offering 
sacrificed? The priest would ascend the ramp of the 
altar, turn to the surrounding ledge, go to the south- 
east corner, pinch the nape of the bird, and separate 
its body from its head. If he failed to separate the head 
from the body, the offering was not valid (Rambam 
Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma'aseh HaKorbanot 6:20). 


NOTES 


The head by itself and the body by itself - wx 
insya qam inyya: The Rambam apparently derives 
from here that one must completely separate the 
head from the body in a bird burnt offering. Rashi 
derives from the Gemara earlier (20b) that the refer- 
ence is not to total separation. Rather, the simanim 
must be completely cut, but failure to cut the skin 
does not invalidate the separation. 


Just as there he pinches and does not separate and 
leaves one siman uncut — brag DX) prin toad m 
SINK paa: It is stated with regard to a bird sin offer- 
ing: “And pinch off its head adjacent to its neck, but 
shall not separate it” (Leviticus 5:8). The verse prohibits 
cutting any flesh beyond that which is necessary to 
render the bird fit for sacrifice, which is one siman, as 
the Gemara derives later (27b). Therefore, the phrase 
“shall not separate it” refers to the second siman. 
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HALAKHA 

And Aaron shall sacrifice the bull of the sin offer- 
ing that is his, from which it is derived: From his 
cattle - bwn tb wre meen we ny pay DP: 
The bull sacrificed by the High Priest on Yom Kip- 
pur must be purchased from the High Priest's own 
property, as it is stated: “The bull of the sin offering 
that is his” (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Avodat Yom 
HaKippurim 5:13). 


LANGUAGE 

For no reason [kedi] — *13: The term means in vain 
or needlessly. Some hold that it is a contraction of 
the term kediv, which means falsehood, like the 
Hebrew kazav. Others explain that it is a contrac- 
tion of kiddehi, which means as it is. In this context 
it means that the matter was cited in this manner 
although it is superfluous. 
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The baraita continues: If so, perhaps just as there, in the sin offering, 
the pinching is performed with the cutting of one siman, so too here, 
in the burnt offering, the pinching is performed with the cutting of 
one siman. To counter this, the verse states: “And the priest shall 
bring it,’ meaning that the burnt offering is sacrificed in a manner 
different from that of the sin offering, by cutting two simanim. 


The Gemara asks: And according to the first tanna, once we derive 
that both simanim of a bird burnt offering must be cut in their 
entirety from the verse: “And pinch off its head ... and burn it on 
the altar,’ why do I need the phrase: “And the priest shall bring it?” 


The Gemara answers: If not for the verse that states: “And the priest 
shall bring it,’ I would say: What is the meaning of “according to 
the ordinance” that is stated with regard to the bird burnt offering? 
It means according to the ordinance of the bird sin offering men- 
tioned in that same passage, in the sense that even in the burnt 
offering, the priest cuts only one siman. 


And if you would say that one cannot suggest this interpretation 
due to the verse: “And pinch off its head... and burn it on the altar,” 
I would say that perhaps another halakha would be derived from 
that verse: Just as burning the offering is atop the altar, so too 
pinching is performed atop the altar. 


Now that the Merciful One writes: “And the priest shall bring 
it,” indicating the distinction between the pinching of a bird burnt 
offering and the pinching ofa bird sin offering, derive this also from 
the verse: “And pinch offits head... and burn it on the altar,” i.e., that 
the body and the head of a bird burnt offering must be completely 
separated. 


§ The first tanna of the baraita derives from the analogy between 
the bird burnt offering and the animal sin offering that a bird burnt 
offering is brought only from non-sacred animals and not from an 
animal purchased with second-tithe money, that it is sacrificed only 
during the day, and that the priest sacrificing it must do so with his 
right hand. The Gemara asks: From where do we derive the halakha 
that an animal sin offering comes only from non-sacred animals? 
Rav Hisda said that the verse states: “And Aaron shall sacrifice 
the bull of the sin offering that is his” (Leviticus 16:6, 11), from 
which it is derived: The animal must come from his cattle," but not 
from communal property, from his cattle, but not from second- 
tithe® property. 


The Gemara objects: The halakha that the bird burnt offering is 
sacrificed only during the day is derived from the verse: “In the 
day that he commanded the children of Israel to present their offer- 
ings” (Leviticus 7:38), not from the halakha of the animal sin offer- 
ing. The Gemara explains: The requirement of sacrificing the bird 
burnt offering during the day is not derived from the halakha of the 
animal sin offering, and it was cited in that list incidentally, for no 
reason [kedi]. 


The Gemara objects: The halakha that the priest performs the service 

with his right hand is derived from the statement of Rabba bar bar 

Hana, as Rabba bar bar Hana says that Rabbi Shimon ben Lakish 

says: Any place where the terms finger or priesthood are stated 

with regard to offerings, the sacrificial rites of that offering are per- 
formed only with the right hand, and in the context of the bird burnt 

offering the term “priest” is employed. It is therefore unnecessary to 

derive this halakha from the analogy to the animal sin offering. 


Second tithe - 3% ‘Wyn: This tithe is separated after the teruma 
has been given to the priests and the first tithe has been given to 
the Levites. Second tithe is taken during the first, second, fourth, 
and fifth years of the Sabbatical cycle. After the second tithe was 
separated, it was taken to Jerusalem and eaten there by its owner. 
If the journey to Jerusalem was long, rendering the transport of the 


BACKGROUND 


produce there difficult, or if the produce became ritually impure, it 
could be redeemed for an equivalent sum of money. If the owner 
himself redeemed his own produce, he was obligated to add one- 
fifth of its value to the price of redemption. He then took the money 
to Jerusalem, where it was spent on food to be eaten within the 
city walls. 


YAYX PAY KYI AAD (TPN) 
ATI KYI xb 


yaw ata Wis IN NAP NAM 
mpg yaa AT? xaa qiya an 
my an 


yaa 53 - piina ws 719 
prina bps - mi 93 WD m? 
Sapp ma ma - apy nonn 


mows ohin- pain pannn’ 
DvP - mi 2a DD Dp 
WINY pore - bing ws 
yaa Ww AD» 33 dys - pina 

pina bape -mb 


ppp xy ina - in para 
eat pt can Diaw 


The Gemara responds: And the other tanna, the first tanna of the 
baraita, who derived that the right hand is used from the analogy to 
the animal sin offering based on the term “according to the ordi- 
nance,’ did not derive it from the statement of Rabba bar bar Hana 
because in his opinion, in order to derive that the right hand must 
be used, if the verse mentions only the priesthood, it requires 
mention of finger for the limitation to apply. If the verse mentions 
only the term finger, then it does not require a mention of the 
priesthood as well. With regard to the bird burnt offering, the 
priesthood is mentioned, but the word finger is not. Therefore, the 
halakha must be derived from the animal sin offering. 


It is taught in the baraita that Rabbi Yishmael derived from the term 


“according to the ordinance” that is written with regard to the bird 


burnt offering that the pinching of the bird burnt offering is per- 
formed at the nape of the neck, as it is in a bird sin offering. The 
Gemara asks: And as for the first tanna and Rabbi Elazar, son of 
Rabbi Shimon, who derive other matters from that term, from 
where do they derive that pinching of the bird burnt offering is 
performed at the nape of the neck? The Gemara answers: They 
derive pinching that is written with regard to the burnt offering: 


“And pinch off its head” (Leviticus 1:15), from pinching that is writ- 


ten with regard to the sin offering: “And pinch off its head adjacent 
to its neck” (Leviticus 5:8). 


MI S H N A It is written with regard to bird offerings: “He 


shall bring his offering of doves, or of young 
pigeons” (Leviticus 1:14). The age that is fit for sacrifice in doves, 
mature birds, is unfit for sacrifice in pigeons," immature birds; the 
age that is fit for sacrifice in pigeons is unfit for sacrifice in doves. 
At the intermediate stage of the beginning of the yellowing of its 
plumage (see 22b), a bird is unfit both as this, a pigeon, and as that, 
a dove, since it is no longer a fledgling but is not yet a mature bird. 


G E M ARA The Sages taught a baraita in explaining the 


mishna: Doves, when they are older, are fit 
for sacrifice; when they are younger, they are unfit. Pigeons, when 
they are younger," are fit for sacrifice; when they are older, they are 
unfit. It is found that that which is fit for sacrifice in doves is unfit 
for sacrifice in pigeons; that which is fit for sacrifice in pigeons is 
unfit for sacrifice in doves. 


The Sages taught in a baraita with regard to the verse: “And he shall 
bring his offering of doves, or of young pigeons” (Leviticus 1:14), 
that doves are older and not younger. As one might have thought: 
And couldn't this be derived through an a fortiori inference: 


Doves when they are older.. 


„pigeons [benei yona] when they 


NOTES 


they are younger. Ramban'’s Commentary on the Torah (Leviticus 


are younger, etc. — DvP TI 123... Dhin pin: The fundamental 
distinction between the two types of birds exists because the 
Torah characterizes the pigeons as benei yona, literally meaning 
offspring of pigeons, indicating that they are young pigeons, 
while the doves are characterized as torim without qualification. 
Others understand that when the Torah mentions doves the 
reference is specifically to older birds. The Rambam (Guide of 
the Perplexed 3:46) explains that the Torah insists on younger 
pigeons and older doves because the meat of doves is tastier 
when they are older, while the meat of pigeons is tastier when 


1:14) explains that the Torah insists on older doves due to their 
loyalty to their mates, since if their mate dies they will never 
mate with another. This represents the Jewish people, who 


adhere to God and will not adhere to another god. By contrast, 


pigeons are jealous, and due to that jealousy they separate and 
take other mates. Therefore, God commanded that younger 


pigeons be sacrificed, before they take mates. In addition, 


younger pigeons contribute to the loving atmosphere in the 
nests where they are raised. Other esoteric explanations have 
also been suggested (see Recanati on Leviticus 1:14). 
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HALAKHA 
Fit for sacrifice in doves, unfit for sacrifice in pigeons, 
etc. — ^3) m? 9933 bypa paina was Younger doves and 
older pigeons are unfit for sacrifice on the altar. During 
the stage of the beginning of the yellowing of their neck 
plumage, both pigeons and doves are unfit for sacrifice 
(Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Issurei Mizbe’ah 3:2). 


BACKGROUND 
Doves and pigeons — mi2 prin: The pigeon mentioned 
in the verse is the Columba livia domestica, or domestic 
pigeon, while the dove mentioned in the verse is the Strep- 
topelia turtur, or European turtle dove, a migratory species 
from the bird family Columbidae that includes doves and 
pigeons, which is found in Eretz Yisrael during spring and 
the end of the summer. It is smaller and more delicate than 


the domestic pigeon, and was typically not domesticated. 


Turtle dove 


Pigeons 
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NOTES 


Birds at the beginning of the yellowing of 
their neck plumage which are unfit as this 
and as that - maw) maw smyg nbonnd 
Tinay: This stage, which marks the beginning 
of the significant growth of the bird, refers to 
he beginning of the development of the wings, 
which marks its transformation into a mature 
bird. Others explain that the reference is to the 
beginning of its complete maturation. It is the 
stage at which pigeons are no longer young 
pigeons, but doves are not yet mature. 


From when are pigeons fit - mi 24 NYRA 
mw: On the day they are hatched, one would 
hink the pigeons are certainly unfit for sacri- 
fice, as they are repugnant, and it is stated with 
regard to sacrifice of a repugnant item: “Present 
it now to your governor; will he be pleased with 
you or will he accept your person?” (Malachi 1:8; 
see Rashi). The Rambam apparently had a vari- 
ant reading: Until when are the young pigeons 
fit? According to that version, there is no mini- 
mum age for sacrifice of a young pigeon. In fact, 
this may be the subject of a tannaitic dispute, as 
according to Rabbi Eliezer ben Ya'akov (Beitza 
6b), the halakhic status of a fledgling whose 
eyes did not yet open is not that of a bird but 
of a creeping animal. 


explanations for this term. The first is that it 
relates to the word ila, which means rib [tzela], 
as the Hebrew letter tzadi often corresponds 
o the letter ayin in later Aramaic. According 
o this explanation, Abaye explains that when 
one removes the wing or the feather, blood 
flows from the rib cage. The second explana- 
ion, which cites the linguist Menahem ben 
Sarouk, is that it is from the term swallowing 
beliya]. According to this explanation, the 
verse “Its fledglings will suck up blood” refers 
o the fledglings of a vulture, which swallow 
blood. On that basis, young pigeons are fit for 
sacrifice from the moment that they are able 
o swallow, and Abaye is explaining how one 
nows that the bird has reached that stage 
(Shita Mekubbetzet). 


HALAKHA 


From when are the doves fit - OMT NK 
pws: Doves are fit for sacrifice on the altar 
from when the color of their feathers turns a 
glistening gold (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot 
Issurei Mizbe‘ah 3:2). 


From when one plucks a feather from it and 
blood emerges — 0%) mY KIT DAW D1 
xaT: Until when are young pigeons fit to be 
sacrificed? They are fit as long as when one 
removes a wing, the joint fills with blood. The 
Kesef Mishne writes that the Rambam had a 
variant reading of the Gemara: Until when are 
young pigeons fit to be sacrificed (Rambam 
Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Issurei Mizbe‘ah 3:2, and see 
Mahari Kurkus there). 
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Beginning of the yellowing [tzihuv] of their neck plumage - nyna 
anyi: When a dove or pigeon is hatched, it is covered with a sparse, 
pale down. After four or five days the body of a pigeon begins to 
be covered with a yellowish down and the body of a dove with a 
golden down. At that point, the feathers begin to develop and con- 
tinue to develop for two or three days. According to that explanation, 
the phrase: Beginning of tzihuv, does not refer to becoming yellow 
[tzahov] but means brightening, as in doves their plumage is a shade 


slightly different from yellow. 


If the reference is to those stages in the life of a bird, the period 
of time during which young pigeons are fit for sacrifice is extremely 
limited and spans only the first four days of its life. Likewise, according 
to that understanding, tractate Kinnim, which is devoted entirely to 


If pigeons, which were not deemed fit when older, were deemed 
fit when younger, as the term “young pigeons” indicates that they 
are young, then with regard to doves, which were deemed fit when 
older, isn’t it logical that they were deemed fit when younger? 
Therefore, the verse states: “Doves,” meaning older and not 
younger. 


The baraita continues: Young pigeons must be younger and not 
older, as one might have thought: And couldn’t this be derived 
through an a fortiori inference: If doves, which were not deemed 
fit when younger, were deemed fit when older, then with regard to 
pigeons, which were deemed fit when younger, isn’t it logical 
that they were deemed fit when older? Therefore, the verse states: 


“Young pigeons,” meaning younger and not older. 


The Gemara asks: What is the biblical derivation of these matters? 
Rava said: It is derived from the fact that it is not found that the 
verse would deviate from the norm and write: Of young doves, or 
of pigeons; rather, the wording in the Torah is always “of doves” or 


“of young pigeons.” Evidently, doves must be older and pigeons must 


be younger. 


The Gemara objects: Say instead that with regard to pigeons, since 
the Merciful One writes: “Young,” this means younger birds, yes, 
older birds, no; but with regard to doves, if one wishes, let him 
bring older birds, and if he wishes, let him bring younger birds. The 
Gemara responds: Since doves and pigeons are always juxtaposed to 
one another in the Torah, it is derived that the halakha of doves is 
similar to the halakha of pigeons: Just as with regard to pigeons the 
halakha is younger birds, yes, older birds, no, so too with regard to 
doves, the halakha is older birds, yes, younger birds, no. 


The Sages taught in a baraita: One might have thought that all the 
older doves or all the younger pigeons would be fit for sacrifice; 
therefore, the verse states: “Of doves,’ and not all doves; “of young 
pigeons,” and not all young pigeons. This serves to exclude birds 
at the beginning of the yellowing of their neck plumage,’ which are 
unfit as this, doves, and as that," pigeons. They are unfit as doves 
because they are not sufficiently old and as pigeons because they are 
no longer young. The tanna elaborates: From when are the doves 
fit?" It is from when the color of their feathers turns a glistening 
gold. From when are the pigeons unfit? It is from when their 
feathers turn yellow. 


Ya’akov Korha taught a baraita: From when are pigeons fit?" It is 
from when ye'alu." He teaches the baraita and he states its explana- 
tion: The reference is to that which is stated: “Its fledglings will suck 
up [ye‘alu] blood” (Job 39:30). When is that? Abaye said: It is from 
the stage when one plucks a feather from it and blood emerges.” 


BACKGROUND 


Another possible explanation of the stage of tzihuv is that it occurs 
at a much later stage, when the birds are approximately five months 
old. At that point, the pigeon has begun to fly a bit, and although the 
feathers have darkened, one can still detect a pale yellow hue at the 
edge of the feathers. As the bird matures, its eyes, which were dark 
originally, turn yellow, and its feathers become completely dark and 
shiny and no longer have a pale yellow hue. That is the stage at which 
the pigeon and the dove are capable of flying distances effortlessly 
and is the stage of glistening referred to in the Gemara. 


From when one plucks a feather from it and blood emerges- *13 
NOD MV KITA WW: This is approximately eight days after the 
fledgling is hatched. 


doves and young pigeons at the stage when they are capable of flying 


from nest to nest, is incomprehensible. 
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§ Rabbi Zeira raises a dilemma: With regard to one who says: It 
is incumbent upon me to bring a burnt offering of doves" or of 
pigeons, and he brought birds at the beginning of the yellowing 
of their neck plumage of this, doves, and of that, pigeons, what is 
the halakha? Is it a case of uncertainty whether it is considered 
older or younger, and therefore when he brings both he fulfills his 
obligation, as one of the birds was fit for sacrifice; or perhaps a bird 
at the beginning of the yellowing is an entity in and of itself and is 
neither older nor younger, and he does not fulfill his obligation? 


Rava said: Come and hear proof from the baraita where it is taught 
that the verse: “Of doves or of young pigeons,” serves to exclude 
birds at the beginning of the yellowing of their neck plumage that 
are unfit as this, doves, and as that, pigeons. Granted, if you say 
that a bird at that stage is an entity in and of itself, that works out 
well, as the verse serves to ensure that a bird at that stage of develop- 
ment will never be sacrificed. But if you say that it is a case of 
uncertainty, was it necessary for the verse to exclude a case of 
uncertainty?" 


NOTES 


Was it necessary for the verse to exclude a case of uncer- 
tainty - xpap yah xp JrwyN: Rashi explains: Is there 
uncertainty before God that would warrant a verse to exclude 
hat possibility? However, Josafot note that there are cases 
where the verse teaches how to act in cases of uncertainty. 
For example, with regard to an animal about which there 
is uncertainty whether it is consecrated as animal tithe, the 
Torah indicates that it is not consecrated (see Bekhorot 58b). 
n addition, concerning leprous marks about which there is 
uncertainty whether the snow-white leprous mark preceded 
he growth of hair or whether the hair preceded the mark, the 
Torah indicates that they are ritually pure (Nazir 65b). Tosafot 
answer that there is a distinction between those uncertainties 
and the uncertainty with regard to the beginning of the yel- 
owing of the neck plumage. In those cases, it is an uncertainty 
hat cannot be resolved, e.g., sometimes the hair precedes the 


mark and sometimes the mark precedes the hair. Therefore, the 
Torah issues a directive how to act in that case. By contrast, with 
regard to the beginning of the yellowing of the neck plumage, 
or the case of a hermaphrodite, the situation is always the same: 
Humans simply do not know how to act in that situation. The 
verse would therefore teach the actual halakha in that situation 
and not address the matter as a case of uncertainty (Ra'ah). 
Alternatively, the Ramban explains the phrase: Was it necessary 
for the verse to exclude a case of uncertainty, in this manner: 
If it is merely to resolve a situation of uncertainty, there is no 
need for a derivation from a verse, as there are principles in 
place that dictate how one is to conduct himself in situations of 
uncertainty. Any verses that do address situations of uncertainty 
were written only in order to establish the principles that govern 
those situations. 
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The Gemara rejects that proof: When the phrase in the verse “of 
doves or of young pigeons” was necessary, it was to exclude a bird 
that was the object of bestiality or a bird that was worshipped as 
a deity." 


As it could enter your mind to say: Since it is written with regard 
to the halakhot of disqualified offerings: “Because their corruption 
[moshhatam] is in them, there is a blemish in them” (Leviticus 
22:25), referring to two types of disqualifications: Corruption and 
blemish, and the school of Rabbi Yishmael taught:? Anywhere 
that the term corruption [hashhata] is stated, it is referring to 
nothing other than a matter of licentiousness and idol worship. 
The Gemara cites proofs for this claim: Corruption is referring to 
matters of licentiousness, as it is written: “For all flesh had cor- 
rupted [hishhit] their way upon the earth” (Genesis 6:12);" the 
word “way” alludes to sexual intercourse. 


BACKGROUND 


School of Rabbi Yishmael taught -brynu IVIT: Even all of these sources was the province of the tanna‘im, experts 


when it was permitted to write the Oral Torah, most of it was 
not recorded. Some say that the Mishna itself was not written 
at the time of its redaction. Therefore, many rabbinic statements 
were preserved and transmitted orally. Each Sage was expected 
to commit the entire Mishna, as well as a significant number of 
other tannaitic statements, to memory. Complete mastery of 


at memorization who memorized massive amounts of material 
and were capable of reciting it on demand. Often, the most 
prominent of these tanna‘im affiliated with the specific study 
hall of one of the Sages, where they served as living anthologies 
of this material. 


HALAKHA 

It is incumbent upon me to bring a burnt offering of 
doves, etc. — 131 MYAT p2 aby by 1: If one vowed to 
bring a burnt offering of doves or of young pigeons and 
brought each at the beginning of the yellowing of their neck 
plumage, there is uncertainty whether he fulfilled his vow, 
as the dilemma of Rabbi Zeira was not resolved (Rambam 
Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh HaKorbanot 16:2). 


HALAKHA 


To exclude a bird that was the object of bestiality or a bird 
that was worshipped as a deity - 13y) yaa wind: With 
regard to an animal that was the object of bestiality with a 
man ora woman, or one that is designated for idol worship 
or worshipped as a deity, even though it is permitted to eat 
its meat it is unfit for sacrifice. This is the halakha with regard 
to both animals and birds (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot 
Issurei Mizbe‘ah 3:6). 


NOTES 

Matters of licentiousness as it is written: For all flesh had 
corrupted their way upon the earth — 3 2031 MW 327 
vaya by tartans wa da mwn: The corruption stated with 
regard to the generation of the flood is licentiousness, as the 
Torah describes: “And the sons of God saw the daughters of 
men that they were fair; and they took them wives, from 
whomever they chose” (Genesis 6:2), including the wives 
of others. 
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LANGUAGE 


Palges - Dba: From the Greek táa£, pallax, mean- 
ing one that emerged from minority and has not yet 
reached majority. 


BACKGROUND 


Libations — 039): Wine poured on the altar is referred 
to as a libation. Wine libations accompanied animal 
burnt offerings and peace offerings, as well as the 
leper’s sin offering and guilt offering. Different quanti- 
ties of wine were required depending on the animal 
that was sacrificed: A quarter of a hin, i.e., three log, 
accompanied lamb offerings; one-third of a hin, or four 
log, accompanied ram offerings; and half a hin, or six 
log, accompanied bull offerings. A log is estimated to 
be between 300 and 600 ml. Libations of wine could 
also be brought as independent gift offerings. The 
wine was brought to the top of the altar, where it was 
poured into a receptacle. From there it flowed through 
a spigot onto the altar and through a hole in the top 
of the structure. 
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Corruption is also referring to idol worship, as it is written: “Lest 

you deal corruptly [tashhitun], and make you a graven image” 
(Deuteronomy 4:16); one might have thought: Any type of offering 

that a blemish disqualifies, matters of licentiousness and idol 

worship disqualify it, and any type of offering that a blemish does 

not disqualify, matters of licentiousness and idol worship do not 

disqualify it. And with regard to these birds, since blemishes do 

not disqualify them, as the Master says: There is a requirement of 
an unblemished state and male gender in a sacrificial animal 
and there is no requirement of an unblemished state and male 

gender in sacrificial birds," say that matters of licentiousness and 

idol worship should also not disqualify the birds. Therefore, the 

tanna teaches us from the phrase in the verse “of doves or of young 
pigeons” that a bird that was the object of bestiality and a bird that 
was worshipped as a deity are disqualified. 


§ Apropos the discussion of the beginning of the yellowing of the 
neck plumage, the Gemara cites another matter where there is uncer- 
tainty as to whether an animal of a particular age is of uncertain status 
or an entity in and of itself. Rabbi Zeira raises a dilemma: With 
regard to one who says: It is incumbent upon me to bring an animal 
burnt offering of a ram, which is a sheep that is at least thirteen 
months old, or ofalamb, which is up to one year old, and he brought 
a palges,'“" which is between one year and thirteen months old, what 
is the halakha? 


The Gemara elaborates: According to the opinion of Rabbi Yohanan, 
do not raise a dilemma, as he says that a palges is an entity in and 
of itself, as we learned in a mishna (Para 1:3): If one was obligated 
to bring a ram or lamb as an offering, and he sacrificed a palges, he 
brings with it the meal offering and the libations? of a ram offering, 
namely, a meal offering of two-tenths of an ephah of fine flour min- 
gled with four log of oil, and a libation of four log of wine, but it does 
not fulfill his obligation to bring his offering. 


And Rabbi Yohanan says that the requirement to bring the meal 
offering and libations of a ram offering is derived from the verse in 
the portion of the libations: “Or for a ram, you shall prepare for a 
meal offering two-tenths of an ephah of fine flour mixed with one- 
third of a hin of oil” (Numbers 15:6); that serves to include the palges, 
whose meal offering and libations are like that of a ram. Based on 
that derivation, there is no uncertainty with regard to the status of 
the palges. 


When you raise a dilemma, it is according to the opinion of bar 
Padda, who holds that it is a case of uncertainty, 


NOTES 
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There is no requirement of an unblemished state and male 
gender in sacrificial birds - nisiya nnan nwan py: Nevertheless, 
it is prohibited to sacrifice a bird with a significant blemish, e.g., 
a bird lacking a limb, due to the verse: “Present it now unto your 
governor; will he be pleased with you or will he accept your per- 
son?” (Malachi 1:8), as it is repugnant as a gift even for a prominent 
person (Rashi). 


There is no requirement of an unblemished state and male 
gender in sacrificial birds — nisiya nnan man pr: Blemishes 
do not render a bird unfit for sacrifice. Likewise, both males and 
females are fit for sacrifice. This is stated with regard to minor blem- 
ishes, but if the limb of the bird was withered, or it was blinded, 
or if its leg was severed, it is prohibited to sacrifice it because one 
may not sacrifice an incomplete bird. Likewise, any blemish that 
renders the bird prohibited for consumption disqualifies it from 
sacrifice (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Issurei Mizbe‘ah 3: and 
Hilkhot Ma‘aseh HaKorbanot 1:8). 


HALAKHA 


Palges — pads: Some explain that the word palges is from the 
term peleg, meaning intermediate, as it has left the category of 
lamb and has not yet entered the category of ram (Rabbi Ovadya 
Bartenura on Para 1:3), or that it is a contraction of peleg gas, mean- 
ing half of a large animal (Tiferet Yisrael). 


One who says: It is incumbent upon me to bring an animal 
burnt offering of a ram or of a lamb, and he brought a palges — 
pds wan wast yo ix Yea yo mana niy by an wine: If one 
vows to bring a burnt offering of a lamb or a ram and brought 
a palges, there is uncertainty as to whether he fulfilled his vow, 
because the dilemma of Rabbi Zeira was not resolved (Rambam 
Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh HaKorbanot 16:2, and see Kesef Mishne 
there). 
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as he says that one who sacrifices a palges brings the meal offering 
and the libation ofa ram and stipulates: Ifit is a ram, this is its meal 
offering and libation, and if it is a lamb, whose meal offering and 
libation are less than that of the ram, then the remainder will be a 
gift offering. 


The dilemma is: Do we say that he stipulates only if it is a ram or if 
it is a lamb, but he does not stipulate the possibility that it is an 
entity in and of itself, as bar Padda does not accept such a possibil- 
ity? If so, bar Padda holds that one who vowed to bring a ram or a 
lamb can fulfill his obligation by bringing a palges and stipulating 
accordingly. Or perhaps bar Padda holds that he also stipulates the 
possibility that it is an entity in and of itself, and in that case he says: 
If it is an entity, let the entire libation be a gift offering. According 
to that possibility, even according to bar Padda, if one vowed to 
bring a ram or a lamb and brought a palges, due to the uncertainty 
he does not fulfill his obligation. The Gemara concludes: The 
dilemma shall stand unresolved. 


§ The concept of an entity in and ofitselfis mentioned with regard 
to a thanks offering, with which one must bring twenty tenths of an 
ephah for the accompanying loaves: Ten tenths of an ephah for 
matza and ten for leavened bread. Rabbi Zeira raises a dilemma: 
With regard to one who says: It is incumbent upon me to bring 
loaves of a thanks offering"® of leavened bread or of matza, and 
he brought leavening dough [siur], what is the halakha? 


The Gemara asks: Siur according to whose opinion?" If the refer- 
ence is to the siur of Rabbi Meir, who says that it is dough at the 
stage when its surface pales, according to Rabbi Yehuda it is not 
leavened bread at all; it is full-fledged matza and one fulfills his vow 
to bring matza. 


If the reference is to the siur of Rabbi Yehuda, who says that it is 
dough at the stage when it has cracks that look like the antennae of 
locusts and is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Meir, Rabbi 
Meir holds that it is full-fledged leavened bread, and one fulfills his 
vow to bring leavened bread. 


And if the reference is to the siur of Rabbi Meir and is in accor- 
dance with the opinion of Rabbi Meir, although one is not liable 
to receive karet for eating it on Passover, from the halakha that one 
is flogged for eating it on Passover it is clearly leavened bread, with 
which one fulfills his vow to bring leavened bread. 


NOTES 


Siur according to whose opinion -Kx WNW: This passage is 
based on a mishna in tractate Pesahim (48b) and its explanation 
in the baraita and in the Gemara there with regard to leavened 
bread on Passover, the consumption of which is punishable by 
karet. One who eats siur, which is dough that did not completely 
leaven, on Passover is exempt from karet. By contrast, one who 
eats sidduk, which is dough that leavened and whose surface 
cracked, is liable to receive karet. 

There is a dispute between Rabbi Meir and Rabbi Yehuda 
with regard to two matters related to siur: First, they disagree 
with regard to the definitions of siur and sidduk. Rabbi Meir 
defines siur as dough whose surface turned pale like the face 
of a person who is afraid, and he defines sidduk as when the 
dough develops cracks going in different directions like the 


antennae of grasshoppers. In contrast, Rabbi Yehuda holds 
that any dough whose surface paled is defined as matza, siur is 
defined as when the dough develops cracks like the antennae 
of grasshoppers, and sidduk for which one is liable to receive 
karet is defined as when the cracks in the dough intertwine. 
Second, they dispute the halakha with regard to one who 
consumes siur on Passover. According to Rabbi Meir, although 
one is not liable to receive karet, one violates a prohibition and 
is flagged. According to Rabbi Yehuda, one is not flogged for 
consuming siur at all, even if the dough develops cracks like the 
antennae of grasshoppers. In any case, even according to Rabbi 
Yehuda, siur must be burned, as there is certainly concern that 
it might be leavened. 


HALAKHA 


It is incumbent upon me to bring loaves of a thanks offer- 
ing- min ron by 1: One who says: It is incumbent upon 
me to bring loaves of a thanks offering, is obligated to bring 
a thanks offering with its loaves, as it is known that loaves 
are not brought without the thanks offering, in accordance 
with the opinion of Rav Huna (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot 
Ma‘aseh Hakorbanot 17:11). 


BACKGROUND 


Loaves of a thanks offering - 77in ron: The Torah (see 
Leviticus 7:12-14) states that four types of loaves accompany 
the thanks offering, including leavened bread and three 
types of matza: Wafers, loaves, and boiled loaves. One loaf of 
each type is given to a priest. The Sages taught that in order 
to do so, one should bake ten loaves of each type ab initio 
so that one will give one-tenth to the priest. 
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NOTES 


It is necessary only in a case where he did not say: 
To exempt his thanks offering — v2% KoT KDY xb 
aid: Rather, he said that he is bringing the loaves for 
he thanks offering of so-and-so, as he believes that 
he can add additional loaves to another's thanks offer- 
ing. Rashi explains that although one cannot add his 
oaves to another's thanks offering, he fulfills his vow 
by redeeming those loaves and using the money to 
purchase a gift thanks offering (see Rashash). Tosafot 
find this difficult, as he vowed to bring loaves for the 
hanks offering of so-and-so. Therefore, if he redeemed 
hem before that person slaughtered his thanks offer- 
ing, he has brought nothing for the thanks offering of 
hat person, as slaughter of the animal consecrates the 
oaves with inherent sanctity and renders them part of 
he offering. After slaughter he can no longer redeem 
he loaves because items of inherent sanctity cannot be 
redeemed. Therefore, Tosafot explain that his intent was 
o add to the number of loaves that the other person 
is obligated to bring with his thanks offering, and in 
heir opinion the status of those loaves is like that of 
he loaves of one who slaughters his thanks offering 
with eighty loaves (Menahot 78b), in accordance with 
he opinion of Hizkiyya who holds that all the loaves 
are consecrated. Others agree with Rashi and hold that 
he conclusion of the Gemara is that at the moment 
he loaves were consecrated with sanctity that inheres 
in their value, he has already fulfilled his vow (Tosefot 
HaRosh). 
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Rather, the dilemma is with regard to the siur of Rabbi Yehuda 
and is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda, who 
holds that although one is obligated to destroy it before Passover, 
one is not liable to receive lashes for eating it on Passover. It is 
unclear whether this is due to uncertainty or due to siur having a 
unique status. Therefore, Rabbi Zeira raises the dilemma: What is 
its status? Is it a case of uncertainty, and consequently one who 
vowed to bring loaves of matza or leavened bread and brings siur 
fulfills his obligation whichever way you look at it, because if it is 
matza, he fulfills his vow to bring matza, and ifit is leavened bread, 
he fulfills his vow to bring leavened bread? Or perhaps siur is an 
entity in and of itself, neither matza nor leavened bread, and he 
does not fulfill his obligation at all. 


The Gemara asks: Even if it is a case of uncertainty, how can a 
person fulfill his vow with that siur? But doesn’t Rav Huna say 
that one who says: It is incumbent upon me to bring loaves of a 
thanks offering, is obligated to bring a thanks offering and all its 
loaves, twenty tenths of an ephah, ten for matza and ten for leav- 
ened bread? And since he is obligated to bring a thanks offering 
and all its loaves, but this man does not know whether the siur 
that he brought is leavened bread so that he will bring matza, or 
whether the siur that he brought is matza so that he will bring 
leavened bread, so how can he fulfill his vow? In any case, the only 
way that he could fulfill his vow would be to bring an additional 
twenty tenths of an ephah. 


The Gemara answers: No, the dilemma of Rabbi Zeira is necessary 
only in a case where one said: It is incumbent upon me to bring 
the loaf element of the thanks offering to exempt the thanks 
offering of so-and-so" from the obligation to bring loaves, as in 
that case he can fulfill his vow because he did not obligate himself 
to bring a thanks offering. 


The Gemara objects: Ultimately, this man who brings the thanks 

offering does not know whether the siur that the other contrib- 
uted is leavened bread so that he will bring matza, or whether 
the siur that the other contributed is matza so that he will bring 
leavened bread. Therefore, the man bringing the thanks offering 
must bring both matza and unleavened bread in addition to the 

siur, and the one who vowed has then not exempted him from any 
obligation by contributing the siur. The Gemara responds: No, the 

dilemma of Rabbi Zeira is necessary only in a case where he said: 
It is incumbent upon me to bring loaves of leavened bread or matza 

for the thanks offering of so-and-so, but did not say: To exempt 

his thanks offering." In that case, he is not obligated to fulfill the 

other’s obligation, and the dilemma is: Does the man fulfill his 

vow by bringing the loaves of siur or does he not fulfill his vow? 

The Gemara concludes: The dilemma shall stand unresolved. 


MI S H NA That which is fit in a red heifer is unfit in a 


heifer whose neck is broken; that which is 
fit in a heifer whose neck is broken is unfit in a red heifer. 


G E M ARA The Sages taught in a baraita in explana- 

tion of the mishna: With regard to the red 
heifer, with slaughter it is fit; with breaking the neck it is unfit. 
With regard to the heifer whose neck is broken, with breaking the 
neck it is fit; with slaughter it is unfit. Consequently, that which 
is fit in a red heifer is unfit in a heifer whose neck is broken; that 
which is fit in a heifer whose neck is broken is unfit in a red heifer. 


HALAKHA 


It is incumbent upon me to bring a loaf to exempt the thanks 


offering of so-and-so, he is obligated to bring loaves with that 


offering of so-and-so — nibs bw intin qiwa abn by yum: Ifone person's thanks offering (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh 


said: It is incumbent upon me to bring a loaf to exempt the thanks 


HaKorbanot 17:11 and Kesef Mishne). 
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The Gemara asks: And let it be derived that the red heifer is fit 
with breaking the neck by means of an a fortiori inference: If a 


heifer whose neck is broken, which is not rendered fit with slaugh- 


ter, is rendered fit with breaking the neck, then with regard to a red 
heifer, which is rendered fit with slaughter, isn’t it logical that it is 
rendered fit with breaking the neck? 


The Gemara answers that the verse states with regard to the red 
heifer: “And he shall slaughter it” (Numbers 19:3), and it mentions 
the term statute: “This is the statute of the Torah” (Numbers 19:2), 
indicating that with slaughter, yes, the red heifer is rendered fit; with 
breaking the neck, the red heifer is not rendered fit. 


The Gemara asks: And is it so that anywhere that statute is written 
with regard to a certain matter, we do not learn an a fortiori infer- 
ence? But what about Yom Kippur, with regard to which statute is 
written: “And this shall be an everlasting statute unto you” (Leviticus 
16:34), and nevertheless it is taught in a baraita: “And Aaron shall 
bring forward the goat upon which the lot came up for the Lord, and 
he shall offer it for a sin offering” (Leviticus 16:9). The verse indi- 
cates that the lottery’ renders the goat a sin offering, but a verbal 
designation of the goat with the status of a sin offering does not 
render it a sin offering." 


The baraita continues: A verse is necessary to teach this halakha, as 
one might have thought that the opposite conclusion is correct: 
Could this not be derived through an a fortiori inference: Ifin a case 
where the lottery does not sanctify the animal with a specific des- 
ignation, such as in the case of two birds brought by a woman after 
childbirth, and nevertheless a verbal designation of that offering 
sanctifies it, in a case where the lottery sanctifies the animal on Yom 
Kippur, isn’t it logical that a verbal designation as a sin offering 
sanctifies it? Therefore, the verse states: “And render it a sin offer- 
ing;” the lottery renders the goat a sin offering, but a verbal des- 
ignation ofa sin offering does not render the goat a sin offering. 


The Gemara infers: The reason that the a fortiori inference is not 
learned is that the Merciful One writes: “And he shall offer it for a 
sin offering.” But otherwise we would learn an a fortiori inference, 
despite the fact that statute is written with regard to the Yom Kippur 
service. 


The Gemara explains: Actually, one may learn an a fortiori inference 
even in a case where statute is written. Nevertheless, with regard to 
the heifer whose neck is broken, the Merciful One restricts the use 
of breaking the neck: “And all the Elders of that city... shall wash their 
hands over the heifer whose neck is broken” (Deuteronomy 21:6). 
From the relative pronoun “whose” it is derived: This heifer is killed 
by breaking the neck, but no other, i.e., the red heifer, is killed by 
breaking the neck. 


The Gemara challenges: And let it be derived that the heifer whose 

neck is broken is rendered fit with slaughter by means of an a for- 
tiori inference: If a red heifer, which is not rendered fit with break- 
ing the neck, is rendered fit with slaughter, then with regard to a 

heifer whose neck is broken, which is rendered fit with breaking the 

neck, isn’t it logical that it is rendered fit with slaughter? The 

Gemara responds that the verse states: “And shall break the neck 
of the heifer there in the valley” (Deuteronomy 21:4). The doubled 

reference to breaking the neck in the two verses indicates that by 

breaking the neck, yes, the heifer may be killed; by slaughter, the 

heifer may not be killed. 


BACKGROUND 

Lot — bri: The Torah commands that lots be drawn 
on Yom Kippur over two goats, one sacrificed as 
a sin offering in the Temple and one, the scape- 
goat, sent to Azazel (see Leviticus, chapter 16). 
That scapegoat was cast from a desert cliff located 
12-15 km from Jerusalem. Before passing the goat 
to the messenger entrusted with taking it to the 
desert, the High Priest would place his hands on 
the goat's head and symbolically burden it with 
both the intentional and unwitting sins of the Jew- 
ish people. He would then dispatch the goat to the 
desert with the aforementioned messenger, who 
was specifically designated for this task. The rite 
of the scapegoat was an essential part of the Yom 
Kippur service during Temple times. 


HALAKHA 


The lottery renders the goat a sin offering but 
a verbal designation does not render it a sin 
offering - nxen avy ows pei meen mip Sian: 
The lottery of the two goats on Yom Kippur is an 
essential part of the service, as it is the lots that 
render the animals sin offerings (Rambam Sefer 
Avoda, Hilkhot Avodat Yom Hakippurim 3:3). 
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HALAKHA 


Priests are unfit with blemishes — pana osya 
paps: Any priest with a blemish, whether it is per- 
manent or transient, may not enter the area of the 
Temple from the altar and beyond. If he did so, he is 
flogged, even if he did not perform Temple service. 
If he performed Temple service, he invalidates and 
desecrates that service (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hil- 
khot Biat HaMikdash 6:1). 


Levites...are unfit with the passage of years — 
pips mwa. cob: A Levite begins his service in 
he Temple only after reaching majority; a minor 
is unfit for service. The age restriction on Levites in 
he Torah: “And from the age of fifty years he shall 
return from the service” (Numbers 8:25), applies only 
when their tasks include carrying the Tabernacle 
rom place to place. Once that is no longer required, 
a Levite is disqualified neither with the passage of 
years nor with blemishes. He is disqualified only if 
his voice deteriorates due to old age and he is no 
onger able to sing in the Temple, in accordance 
with the baraitot cited in the Gemara (Rambam Sefer 
Avoda, Hilkhot Kelei HaMikdash 3:7-8, and see Mahari 
urkus, Radbaz, and Kesef Mishne there). 


NOTES 


The work of service [avodat avoda] — 71iay nay: 
The reference is to those tasks incumbent upon the 
Levites other than carrying the Tabernacle from 
place to place. In tractate Arakhin (11a) the Gemara 
says that this doubled expression refers specifically 
to song, which is a service that must accompany 
another service. Rashi explains that it is performed 
only together with the libations that accompany an 
offering. Rabbeinu Gershom Meor HaGola explains 
that when the Levites sang, they were accompa- 
nied by others, not necessarily Levites, who played 
musical instruments. Others explain that the term 
avodat avoda is a reference to guarding the Temple 
(Targum Yonatan), a role with which the priests and 
the Levites were tasked (Numbers 18:3-5). This sug- 
gestion is based on the Gemara in Arakhin (1b) that 
there were singers and gatekeepers (see | Chronicles, 
chapters 9, 15), and they functioned in the Second 
Temple as well (Ezra 2:7). The task of the gatekeepers 
included opening and closing the Temple gates (see 
Middot 34a), and the Levites were called gatekeep- 
ers because they were tasked with guarding the 
gates (Commentary on Tamid 25b, but see Rambam 
Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Kelei HaMikdash 3:1). 


Only at a time when there is Levite service on 
their shoulders - 4022 miayaw pata xdx: A per- 
son generally achieves his maximum physical prow- 
ess, which was necessary to perform the service of 
carrying a burden, between the ages of thirty and 
fifty. The Sages (Avot 5:21) derived from this: Thirty 
years of age for strength (Rashi on Numbers 4:2). 
The Ramban, in his commentary to Sefer HaMitz- 
vot of the Rambam, explains that the reason that 
Levites were also not permitted to sing after the 
age of fifty is so they would not engage in carrying 
burdens. The Gemara's derivation here that the limi- 
ations on the age at which the Levites could serve 
applied only to the Tabernacle in the wilderness is 
supported by other verses in the Bible as well. In 
he book of | Chronicles (23:25), King David counted 
he Levites from age twenty rather than thirty, as at 
hat stage of history their service no longer included 
carrying the Tabernacle. 
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MISHNA There is an element with which priests 


remain fit and Levites are unfit, and there is 
also an element with which Levites remain fit and priests are unfit. 


B E M A RA The Sages Pia in a baraita in explanation 


of the mishna: Priests are rendered unfit 
for Temple service with the blemishes" enumerated in the Torah 
(see Leviticus 21:16-23), but remain fit with the passage of years, as 
from the moment that they reach majority they are fit for service 
for the rest of their lives. Levites remain fit for Temple service with 
the blemishes enumerated in the Torah but are unfit with the pas- 
sage of years," as they are fit for service only between the ages of 
thirty and fifty (see Numbers 4:47). It is found that there is an 
element with which priests remain fit and Levites are unfit, and 
there is an element with which Levites remain fit and priests 
are unfit. 


The Gemara asks: From where are these matters derived? The 
Gemara answers: It is as the Sages taught in a baraita: “This is that 
which pertains to the Levites” (Numbers 8:24); why must the 
verse state this? Since it is stated: “And from the age of fifty years 
he shall return from the service” (Numbers 8:25), we learned with 
regard to the Levites that the passage of years disqualifies them. 
One might have thought that blemishes disqualify them too. And 
ostensibly, it could be learned through logical inference: If priests, 
with regard to whom the passage of years does not disqualify them, 
blemishes disqualify them, then in the case of Levites, with regard 
to whom the passage of years disqualifies them, isn’t it logical that 
blemishes disqualify them? Therefore, the verse states: “This is 
that which pertains to the Levites,” from which it is derived: “This,” 
the passage of years, is a disqualification that pertains to the Levites, 
and there is no other disqualification that pertains to the Levites. 


One might have thought that priests would be disqualified with 
the passage of years. And ostensibly, could this not be derived 
through the following a fortiori inference: If Levites, with regard 
to whom blemishes do not disqualify them, the passage of years 
disqualifies them, then in the case of priests, with regard towhom 
blemishes disqualify them, isn’t it logical that the passage of years 
disqualifies them? Therefore, the verse states: “Which pertains 
to the Levites,’ and not which pertains to the priests. 


One might have thought that the Levites were disqualified with the 
passage of years even in Shiloh,’ the permanent place of the Taber- 
nacle, and in the eternal Temple. Therefore, the verse states: “To 
perform the work of service," and the work of bearing burdens” 
(Numbers 4:47), juxtaposing the two forms of Levite service to 
teach: I stated the disqualification of the passage of years only at a 
time when there is Levite service involving carrying the Tabernacle 
on their shoulders." 


Blemish - om: Certain blemishes render a priest unfit to serve in the 
Temple. The halakhot of these blemishes are discussed in tractate 
Bekhorot. Many of the blemishes that render animals unfit for sac- 
rifice render priests unfit for Temple service (see Leviticus 21:16-24). 
Although it is prohibited for priests with blemishes to perform the 
Temple service, they may be employed in certain auxiliary tasks, e.g., 
examining the wood for the altar to ensure that it is fit for use. 


BACKGROUND 


Shiloh — mb: When the Jewish people entered Eretz Yisrael, they 
erected the Tabernacle in Gilgal. They later moved it to Shiloh, where 
it stood for 369 years. Shiloh is located in the tribal land of Ephraim 
(see Judges 21:19), approximately 35 km north of Jerusalem on the 
ancient mountain ridge road that traverses the country from north 
to south. In contemporary times, the foundations of the Tabernacle 
have been unearthed, and a synagogue has been built adjacent 
to the site in commemoration. After Shiloh was destroyed (see 
| Samuel, chapter 4 and Jeremiah 7:12), the people relocated the 
Tabernacle to Nov and then to Gibeon. 
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The baraita notes that one verse states: “From twenty-five years 
old and upward” (Numbers 8:24), and one verse states: “From 
thirty years old and upward” (Numbers 4:47). It is impossible to 
say thirty, as twenty-five is already stated, and it is impossible to 
say twenty-five, as thirty is already stated. How can these verses 
be reconciled? Twenty-five years old is the time for apprenticeship 
and thirty for service." 


From here it is derived that a student who did not see a positive 
indication in his studies after five years will no longer see a pro- 
ductive result from those studies. Rabbi Yosei says that the period 
is three years, as it is stated with regard to Daniel and his cohort 
who instructed the king of Babylonia: “And they should be raised 
three years” (Daniel 1:5), “and he should teach them the books 
and the language of the Chaldeans” (Daniel 1:4). 


The Gemara asks: And how does the other tanna explain the verses 
in Daniel? The Gemara answers: He holds that the verses in Daniel 
cannot be cited as a source for this principle because the language 
of the Chaldeans is different, as it is easy and can be learned in a 
shorter period. The Gemara asks: And how does the other tanna, 
Rabbi Yosei, explain the verses with regard to the Levites? The 
Gemara answers: He holds that the halakhot of Temple service are 
different, as they are difficult and require a longer period of study. 


The Sages taught in a baraita: A priest, from the time he reaches 
puberty and grows two pubic hairs until he ages, is fit for Temple 
service, and blemishes disqualify him. A Levite from the age of 
thirty until the age of fifty is fit for Temple service, and the passage 
of years disqualifies him. In what case is this statement said? It is 
said with regard to the Tent of Meeting of the Tabernacle in the 
wilderness. But with regard to Shiloh and in the eternal Temple, 
Levites are disqualified only due to a change in voice that renders 
them unable to recite the songs in the Temple with their brethren. 
Rabbi Yosei said: What is the verse from which this is derived? 


“It came to pass, when the trumpeters and singers were as one," 


to make one sound to be heard” (11 Chronicles 5:13). This indicates 
that the Levites must be capable of singing in one voice, and one 
who is unable to do so is unfit for service. 


The baraita teaches that the priest is eligible for service until he ages. 
The Gemara asks: Until when, i.e., what is the definition of aging in 
this context? Rabbi Ela says that Rabbi Hanina says: Until his 
hands and feet begin to tremble." 


NOTES 


It came to pass... 


were as one — m83 711; The Rambam (Sefer 
Avoda, Hilkhot Kelei HaMikdash 3:8) writes that a Levite is disquali- 


Rambam adds that he is disqualified only for singing, but not for 
serving as a gatekeeper. 


fied when his voice deteriorates due to old age. Nevertheless, the 


HALAKHA 


Twenty-five years old is the time for appren- 
ticeship and thirty for service — ywy wan 
may) owen sib: A Levite begins his ser- 
vice in the Temple only after first undergoing five 
years of training (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot 
Kelei HaMikdash 3:7). 
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HALAKHA 


Until his hands and feet begin to tremble - “Y 
Mayw: A priest who reached a stage where he 
trembles when he stands is considered blemished 
and is disqualified from Temple service (Rambam 
Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Biat HaMikdash 7:12). 


117 


This file may not be reproduced or distributed in any form without express permission from the publisher 


BACKGROUND 


One who experienced a seminal emission who 
immersed and did not urinate - xh) Savy iar bya 
on boon: Semen is discharged by means of powerful 
muscular contractions that cause the forceful discharge 
of the seminal fluid. In cases of weakness caused by 
aging or illness, the contractions are less powerful and 
the discharge of semen is not complete. 


To lift his hands - »53 n% xo: The Priestly Benedic- 
tion is recited by priests during the communal prayer 
recited by the prayer leader, between the final two 
blessings in the prayer, the blessing of thanksgiving 
and the blessing of peace. It consists of three verses: 
umbers 6:24-26. As the priests turn to face the congre- 
gation to recite the Priestly Benediction, they first recite 
a blessing acknowledging the sanctity of the priestly 
ineage and their responsibility to bless the people 
in a spirit of love. While reciting the Priestly Benedic- 
ion, the priests lift their hands. In most synagogues in 
Eretz Yisrael, the Priestly Benediction is recited by the 
priests each day during the prayer leader's repetition 
of the morning prayer and, on days when it is recited, 
he additional prayer. In the Diaspora, there is a long- 
established Ashkenazic practice to recite it only during 
he additional prayer on Festivals. 


NOTES 


If one's beard is fully grown — i371 sbam: The Gemara 
here means that if one’s beard is fully grown then one is 
fit to serve as a prayer leader, provided that one meets 
the other requirements for serving as prayer leader (see 
Taanit 16a). If one’s beard is not fully grown, then even if 
he is a prominent Torah scholar, it would be considered 
a lack of respect for the congregation were he to lead 
them in prayer, and consequently such an individual 
may not serve as prayer leader (Meiri, citing Rambam). 
Some geonim rule that provided he is twenty years old, 
even if his beard is not fully grown, it is as though his 
beard is fully grown (Meiri). 


To be appointed an emissary of the community and 
to descend before the ark - why Way mow niwy 
apna pb: The distinction in the Gemara here between 
the terms: Emissary of the community [shaliah tzib- 
bur], and: Descend before the ark, which are typically 
used synonymously in halakhic discourse to refer to 
a prayer leader, led Rashi to interpret the reference to 
an emissary of the community as one who fills various 
communal roles. These include one who sounds the 
shofar in court, administers lashes, implements a deci- 
sion of ostracism, and according to the variant reading 
in the Shita Mekubbetzet, one who is appointed as a 
communal leader. Some early commentaries found 
this explanation difficult, as those tasks are typically 
performed by an emissary of the court. Furthermore, 
one appointed to deal with the needs of the people is 
typically called: The sexton of the synagogue, not emis- 
sary of the community. Therefore, the Ramban explains 
that these are not two distinct titles. Rather, they refer to 
the same individual: One who is fit to be appointed an 
emissary of the community to descend before the ark. 
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We learned in a mishna there (Mikvaot 8:4): With regard to one 
who experienced a seminal emission who then immersed in a 
ritual bath" and did not urinate® before immersing, when he 
urinates he is ritually impure, because residue of the semen 
remain in his body and was discharged with the urine, rendering 
him impure. Rabbi Yosei says: In the case of an ill person and an 
elderly person, he is ritually impure; in the case of a young per- 
son and a healthy person, he is ritually pure, as the semen was 
presumably discharged in its entirety at the outset. 


Until when is one considered a young person? Rabbi Ela says 
that Rabbi Hanina says: Anyone who is able to stand on one of 
his legs and remove his shoe or put on his shoe is considered 
young. They said about Rabbi Hanina that he was eighty years 
old and would stand on one of his legs and remove his shoe or 
put on his shoe. Rabbi Hanina says: The hot water and oil that 
my mother smeared on me in my youth benefited me in my 
old age. 


The Sages taught: If one’s beard is fully grown," he is fit to be 
appointed an emissary of the community" for various matters, 
and to descend before the ark" as a prayer leader, and to lift his 
hands" for the Priestly Benediction. From when is a priest fit for 
Temple service?" It is from the time he reaches puberty and grows 
two pubic hairs. Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi says: I say that he is not 
fit for Temple service until he is twenty years of age. 


Rav Hisda said: What is the reason for the opinion of Rabbi 
Yehuda HaNasi? The reason is as it is written: “And appointed 
the Levites, from twenty years old and upward, to oversee of 
the work of the House of the Lord” (Ezra 3:8). And what does 
the other tanna hold? He holds that to oversee is different and 
requires an older priest. 


The Gemara asks: But what proof can be cited from this verse with 
regard to priests; isn’t that verse written with regard to Levites? 
The Gemara answers: It is understood in accordance with the 
statement of Rabbi Yehoshua ben Levi, as Rabbi Yehoshua ben 
Levi says: In twenty-four places in the Bible the priests are 
called Levites. And this is one of those verses: “And the priests 
the Levites, the sons of Zadok” (Ezekiel 44:15). The verse in Ezra 
is another one of the verses. 


HALAKHA 


One who experienced a seminal emission who immersed in a 
ritual bath, etc. - rn baw npbya: If one who had experienced 
a seminal emission did not urinate before immersing, when he 
urinates he is rendered impure due to the remnants of semen that 
are discharged only through urination. This applies only when the 
man is ill or elderly, but in the case of a young, healthy man, he 
remains ritually pure because he discharges semen forcefully and 
itis completely discharged, leaving no remnants. He is considered 
young as long as he is able to stand on one leg and put on or 
remove his shoe. If he is unable to do so due to illness, he is 
considered ill for these purposes, in accordance with the opinion 
of Rabbi Yosei and Rabbi Hanina (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot 
She‘ar Avot HaTumot 5:7). 


If one’s beard is fully grown he is fit to be appointed an emis- 
sary of the community, etc. - nay row niwy IMT DPE xbam 
"ar: A prayer leader may receive a permanent appointment only 
if his beard is fully grown, or if he has reached an age where he 
is capable of growing a beard, in deference to the community. 
If there is no one of that age who is qualified to serve as prayer 
leader, or if it is a onetime designation, it is permitted for anyone 
from the age of thirteen years and one day to serve as prayer 
leader. On fast days, Rosh HaShana, and Yom Kippur, even on a 


onetime basis one may serve as prayer leader only if his beard 
is fully grown (Rambam Sefer Ahava, Hilkhot Tefilla 8:11; Shulhan 
Arukh, Orah Hayyim 53:6-8 and Mishna Berura there). 


And to lift his hands - »52 nx Kyy: A minor priest may no 
recite the Priestly Benediction alone, ‘but he may do so with priests 
who reached majority for the purpose of learning and practicing 
how to do so. Once he reaches majority, he may do so alone, bu 
only on an occasional basis. Once his beard is fully grown, he 
may recite the benediction alone on a regular basis. The status o 
one who reached the age where he is capable of growing a ful 
beard, even if his beard is not actually fully grown, is equivalen 
to the status of one who has a fully grown beard (Rambam Sefer 
Ahava, Hilkhot Tefilla 15:1, 4; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 128:34; 
see Josafot). 


From when is a priest fit for Temple service — W3 nx 
mpayd: When a priest reaches majority he is fit for Temple service. 
Nevertheless, his priestly brethren would not allow him to begin 
performing the Temple service until he reached the age of twenty, 
in accordance with the unattributed baraita (Rambam Sefer Avoda, 
Hilkhot Kelei HaMikdash 5:15). 
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The Sages taught in a baraita with regard to the verse: “Any man of 
your descendants throughout their generations that has a blemish 
shall not approach to offer the bread of his God” (Leviticus 21:17); 
from here Rabbi Elazar says: A minor priest is unfit for Temple 
service, even if he is unblemished, as he is not a man. From when 
is he fit for service? From the time he reaches puberty and grows 
two pubic hairs. But his brethren the priests do not allow him to 
perform the service until he is twenty years of age. 


There are those who say: This is the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda 
HaNasi, and he is of the opinion that there is no disqualification 
for one between puberty and twenty years of age even by rabbinic 
law. The other priests simply do not allow priests of that age to 
perform the Temple service ab initio. And there are those who say: 
Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi is of the opinion that there is disqualification 
by rabbinic law in that case, and this statement in the baraita is the 
opinion of the Rabbis, and they hold that it is ab initio that one 
may not perform the service, but after the fact, his service is valid. 


MI S H NA That which is ritually pure in an earthen- 


ware vessel is ritually impure in all the 
other types of vessels;" that which is ritually pure in all the other 
types of vessels is ritually impure in an earthenware vessel. 


G E M A RA The ace taught ina baraita explaining the 


mishna: If a primary source of ritual impu- 
rity fell into the airspace of an earthenware vessel the vessel is ritu- 
ally impure, and if it fell on its outer side, the vessel is ritually 
pure." Ifa primary source of ritual impurity fell into the airspace of 
all the other types of vessels, the vessels are ritually pure, and if it 
fell on their outer side, they are ritually impure. It is found that 
that which is ritually pure in an earthenware vessel is ritually 
impure in all the other vessels, and that which is ritually pure in 
all the other vessels is ritually impure in an earthenware vessel. 


The Gemara asks: From where are these matters derived? It is as 
the Sages taught in a baraita based on the verse: “And every earth- 
enware vessel into which [tokho] any of them falls, whatever is in it 
[tokho] shall be impure, and it you shall break” (Leviticus 11:33); if 
an impure item fell “in it [tokho],” and even in a case where the 
impure item did not come into contact with the vessel, the vessel 
becomes impure. 


The baraita continues: Do you say that it is impure even if the 

impure item did not come into contact with the vessel, or perhaps 

it is impure only ifit did come into contact with the vessel? Rabbi 

Yonatan ben Avtolemos says: Tokho is stated with regard to trans- 
mitting impurity to food in its airspace, as it is stated: “Whatever is 

in it [tokho] shall be impure,” and tokho is stated with regard to 

becoming impure, as it is stated: “Into which [tokho] any of them 

falls”; just as in the case of tokho that is stated with regard to trans- 
mitting impurity to food in its airspace, the food is impure even if 
the impure item did not come into contact with the vessel, so too, 
in the case of tokho that is stated with regard to the vessel becoming 
impure, the vessel is impure even if the impure item did not come 

into contact with it. 


The Gemara asks: And there, with regard to rendering food impure 
in its airspace, from where do we derive that the food becomes 
impure even if it did not come into contact with the impure vessel? 
Rabbi Yonatan said: The Torah testified about an earthenware 
vessel 


That which is ritually pure in an earthenware vessel is ritually 
impure in all the other types of vessels - xay wan pa vine 
oan boa: An earthenware vessel becomes impure only by the 
presence ofa primary source of impurity in its airspace, or if it is 
moved by a zav. Contact with its outer sides does not render it 


HALAKHA 


airspace, even though they did not come in contact with the 
vessel, they are rendered impure. Other vessels become impure 
by means of contact with a primary source of impurity, and they 
transmit impurity to food and liquids only through contact with 
them (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Kelim 13:1-2). 


impure. If the vessel was impure and food or liquid entered its 


NOTES 


If it fell on its outer side the vessel is ritually pure - 
‘into faa: If a primary source of ritual impurity came 
into contact with the outer side of an earthenware ves- 
sel, the vessel does not become ritually impure. When 
it becomes impure by means of an impure item in its 
airspace, the outer side of the vessel is also impure and 
renders impure food and drink with which it comes into 
contact (Josafot). This is contrary to the understanding 
of the Rashbam, as he holds that an earthenware ves- 
sel does not become impure on its outer side, even if 
there was an impure item in its airspace (Rashbam on 
Shabbat 16a). 
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BACKGROUND 

Mustard — Yn: Edible mustard is produced from the 
seeds of different plants, such as white mustard, Sinapis 
alba; black mustard, Brassica nigra; and other related 
species. Typically, it is produced from a combination 
thereof. 

These plants are from the Cruciferae family, and they 
grow wild in Eretz Yisrael. Black mustard has branched 
leaves with bundles of large, clustered flowers. It is the 
largest plant in the Cruciferae family in Eretz Yisrael, 
growing to a height of 0.5-2 m, although occasionally 
it can grow as tall as 5 m. 

A mustard seed is minuscule, 1.5-2 mm, which is why 
it is employed as an example of items that are very small. 


White mustard plant 


Sealed cover — bons ‘wna: The Torah states that any 
person, vessel, or food under the same roof as a corpse 
becomes ritually impure (Numbers 19). The only excep- 
tions are objects inside sealed earthenware vessels, 
which do not become impure. 
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that it renders impure everything within it, and this is the halakha 
even if it is full of mustard® seeds, in which case most of the seeds 
do not come in contact with the sides of the vessel, and nevertheless 
all the mustard seeds become impure. 


Rav Adda bar Ahava said to Rava: And let it be derived that an 
earthenware vessel becomes impure from contact of an impure 
item with its outer side by means of an a fortiori inference: If all the 
other types of vessels, which do not become impure from the pres- 
ence of an impure item in their airspace, become impure from 
contact of an impure item with their outer side, then with regard to 
an earthenware vessel, which becomes impure from the presence 
of an impure item in its airspace, isn’t it logical that it will become 
ritually impure from contact ofan impure item with its outer side? 


The Gemara answers: Therefore, the verse states: “And every open 
vessel that has no sealed cover’ upon it is impure” (Numbers 19:15), 
indicating that its impurity is dependent upon the mouth of the 
vessel. Which is the vessel whose impurity hastily takes effect just 
after the impure item enters into its mouth? You must say that is an 
earthenware vessel. And it is when there is no sealed cover on it 
that the vessel becomes impure. But when there is a sealed cover 
on it, the vessel is pure," as the earthenware vessel does not become 
impure from contact of an impure item with its outer side. 


The Gemara suggests: And let it be derived that all the other vessels 

become impure from the presence of an impure item in their air- 
space by means of an a fortiori inference: If an earthenware vessel, 
which does not become impure from contact of an impure item 

with its outer side, becomes impure from the presence of an impure 

item in its airspace, then with regard to all the other vessels, which 

become impure from contact of an impure item with their outer 

side, isn’t it logical that they will become ritually impure from the 

presence of an impure item in their airspace? 


The Gemara answers: Therefore, the verse states with regard to the 
carcasses of creeping animals: “And every earthenware vessel into 
which [tokho] any of them falls” (Leviticus 11:33), from which it is 
inferred: Tokho, i.e., the airspace, of this earthenware vessel renders 
the vessel impure, and not tokho, the airspace, of any other kind of 
vessel. 


The Gemara objects: How can the halakha be derived from the term 
tokho in that verse? But didn’t the Sages interpret these instances of 
tokho that appear in that verse and derive: Just as in the case of tokho 
that is stated with regard to transmitting impurity, the food is impure 
even though it did not come into contact with the vessel, so too, in 
the case of tokho that is stated with regard to the vessel becoming 
impure, the vessel is impure even though the impure item did not 
come into contact with it. 


The Gemara explains: Four instances of the term tokho from which 
halakhot can be derived are written: “Tokho” is written, and tokh 
could have been written; those are two instances. Then, later in that 
verse, once again “tokho” is written, and tokh could have been written. 


But when there is a sealed cover on it the vessel is pure — x7 
sine voy bons ‘Pax w»: An earthenware vessel whose opening 
was closed with a seal prevents the vessel and all its contents 
from becoming impure when the vessel is in a tent with a corpse. 


HALAKHA 


earthenware vessels that are in the sealed vessel from becoming 
impure. By contrast, vessels purified through rinsing and gar- 
ments that are within a sealed vessel become impure (Rambam 
Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Tumat Met 21:1, 23:1). 


By rabbinic law, the seal prevents only food, liquids, and other 
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One instance is to teach the halakha itself, that the vessel renders the 
food in its airspace ritually impure, and one instance is to teach the 
verbal analogy from which it is derived that the vessel becomes 
impure without contact with the impure item; and one source is to 
teach that tokho, the airspace, of this earthenware vessel renders the 
vessel impure, and not tokho of any other kind of vessel; and one 
source is to teach tokho, food in the airspace of an impure earthen- 
ware vessel becomes impure, but not tokh tokho, not food that is in 
the airspace ofa vessel that is within an earthenware vessel, and even 
if that inner vessel is one of the other types of vessel purified through 
rinsing" in the water of a ritual bath. 


The Gemara asks: And let it be derived that all the other vessels do 
not become impure from contact of an impure item with their outer 
sides, but rather from the presence of an impure item inside them 
and with contact with their inner sides by means of an a fortiori 
inference: If an earthenware vessel, which becomes impure from 
the presence of an impure item in its airspace, does not become 
impure from contact of an impure item with its outer side, then with 
regard to all the other vessels, which do not become impure from 
the presence of an impure item in their airspace, isn’t it logical that 
they do not become impure from contact of an impure item with 
their outer side? 


The Gemara answers: Therefore, the verse states: “And every open 
vessel that has no sealed cover upon it is impure” (Numbers 19:15), 
from which it is derived: This earthenware vessel (see Leviticus 11:33) 
is the one that when there is not a sealed cover upon it, it is 
impure, but when there is a sealed cover upon it, it is pure. But 
with regard to all the other vessels, whether there is a sealed cover 
upon them or whether there is not a sealed cover upon them, they 
become impure. 


M I S H N A. That which is ritually pure in wooden vessels 


is ritually impure in metal vessels; that 
which is ritually pure in metal vessels is ritually impure in 
wooden vessels. 


GEMARA The Sages taught in explanation of the 


mishna: Unfinished [golmei] wooden ves- 
sels" that are receptacles and are fit for use but work remains to 
complete their crafting are susceptible to becoming impure. Flat 
wooden utensils" are not susceptible to impurity.’ Unfinished 
metal vessels" are not susceptible to impurity. Flat metal utensils" 
are susceptible to becoming impure. It is found that that which is 
ritually pure in wooden vessels is ritually impure in metal vessels; 
that which is ritually pure in metal vessels is ritually impure in 
wooden vessels. 


LANGUAGE 


Unfinished [golem] - 


obs: This term refers to an amorphous item 


manners, the opposite of a Torah scholar (see Avot 5:7). Rambam's 


that has yet to be completed. It appears in the verse: “Your eyes saw 
me unformed [golmi]" (Psalms 139:16), in reference to an embryo at 
the beginning of its development. The Sages employed the term 
metaphorically in reference to a person devoid of intelligence and 


Flat utensils are not susceptible to impurity — p»tinv PE Was: This 
is derived from the juxtaposition between a wooden vessel and a 
sack in the verse: “Whether it be any vessel of wood, or garment, or 
skin, or sack, whatever vessel with which any work is done” (Leviti- 
Cus 11:32); just as a sack is moved full and empty, as it is a receptacle, 
so too each vessel juxtaposed to it is susceptible to impurity only if it 
is moved full and empty, i.e., it is a receptacle (see Menahot 96b). 
Flat wooden vessels are not susceptible to impurity by Torah 
law. Nevertheless, some flat wooden vessels are susceptible to 


NOTES 


Commentary on the Mishna here and on Avot 5:7 explains that the 
reference is to an item whose basic form exists, although it has not 
yet been completed. 


impurity by rabbinic law (Bava Batra 66a; Rambam Sefer Tahara, 
Hilkhot Kelim 4:1). The Sages said that although flat wooden vessels 
are not susceptible to most types of impurity, nevertheless, flat 
wooden vessels are susceptible to impurity imparted by treading, 
i.e., impurity imparted to objects designated for sitting and lying 
upon which a zav sits or lies (Bekhorot 38a). According to Tosafot 
(Eiruvin 31a), any item susceptible to impurity imparted by treading 
becomes impure by Torah law through contact as well. 


HALAKHA 


Tokho but not tokh tokho and even if that inner 
vessel is a vessel purified through rinsing — i3in 
jew ra showy iain qin xr: If there is an impure 
item ina vessel, whether the vessel is crafted of 
earthenware or of wood or metal, and one placed 
the vessel into the airspace of an earthenware ves- 
sel, and the opening of the vessel that he inserted 
extends beyond the top of the earthenware vessel, 
then despite the fact that the impurity is within the 
inner vessel, the outer vessel is ritually pure, as it is 
stated; tokho, but not tokh tokho. Likewise, if there is 
food or liquid in a vessel, and that vessel was placed 
into an impure earthenware vessel, and the opening 
of the vessel extends beyond the top of the earth- 
enware vessel, then despite the fact that the food 
and liquid is in the inner, impure vessel, the food 
or liquid is ritually pure, as it is stated: “Whatever 
is in it [betokho] shall be impure” (Leviticus 11:33), 
and not tokh tokho (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot 
Kelim 14:8-9). 


Unfinished wooden vessels — yy 13 "bia: Unfin- 
ished wooden vessels are susceptible to ritual 
impurity from the moment that the vessel assumes 
its basic form. Although one plans on refining its 
form, or smoothing its surface, since it does not 
require hollowing, it is susceptible to ritual impurity, 
in accordance with the baraita, a later baraita, and 
the Gemara's interpretation (Rambam Sefer Tahara, 
Hilkhot Kelim 1:10, 5:1 and Hilkhot Tumat Met 6:3, and 
see Mishne LaMelekh there). 


Flat wooden utensils - yy bp wwa: Flat wooden 
vessels, e.g., boards, benches, and the like, are not 
susceptible to ritual impurity by Torah law, but they 
are susceptible by rabbinic law (Rambam Sefer 
Tahara, Hilkhot Kelim 110 and Hilkhot Tumat Met 6:3). 


Unfinished metal vessels - niama op mbia: Unfin- 
ished metal vessels are not susceptible to impurity 
until their crafting is complete and nothing else 
needs to be done. Included in the category of unfin- 
ished metal vessels are: Any vessel that one plans in 
the future to smooth, to set gems or ornaments in 
it, to plane it, to adorn it with grooves and protuber- 
ances, to strike it with a hammer, or one that lacks 
a base or a handle. These vessels are susceptible to 
impurity only when all of these actions have been 
completed and no others remain (Rambam Sefer 
Tahara, Hilkhot Kelim 8:1-2). 


Flat metal utensils - nism bp wwa: Flat metal 
vessels, e.g., knives and scissors, are susceptible to 
ritual impurity (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Kelim 
1:9). 


BACKGROUND 

Vessel purified through rinsing - bw 13: All ves- 
sels other than earthenware and glass vessels fall 
into the category of vessels purified through rins- 
ing, as when they are impure, they can be purified 
through immersion in a ritual bath. Impure earthen- 
ware vessels can be purified only by means of being 
broken or by being refired in a kiln. 
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This file may not 


LANGUAGE 


Tuna [tunas] - Daw: From the Greek Bbvvoc, thunnos, 


which is the fish referred to today as tuna. 


Little tunny, a common breed of tuna found in the Mediterranean 


Three log [kefiza] - x57: This word originates in Iranian 
languages. In Middle Persian the form is kabiz, which 
refers to a measurement of volume. 


BACKGROUND 


Base...rim...handle — țix...}3X...]3: 


= fam 


Ha 


Jar from the Second Temple period 


Perek I 
Daf25 Amud b 


HALAKHA 

Bone vessels - oxy bp: Bone vessels are susceptible to 
impurity by Torah law if they contain a receptacle. Flat 
bone vessels, like flat wooden vessels, are susceptible to 
impurity only by rabbinic law. However, their unfinished 
vessels are susceptible to impurity, in accordance with 
the opinion of Rabbi Yohanan (Rambam Sefer Tahara, 
Hilkhot Kelim 1:1, 10). 
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To adorn [lekharkev] - api): This refers to fashioning a border 
by etching round carvings like those crafted on benches and 
the covers of boxes (Rashi, according to the emendation of the 
Shita Mekubbetzet). Rashi (Zevahim 62b) explains that lekharkev 
refers to any adornment that encircles a building or a vessel. The 
Arukh cites a variant reading: Lekharkem, meaning to paint with 
a bright yellow color produced from saffron [karkom]; see Arukh 
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And these are the unfinished wooden vessels: Any vessel that one 
plans in the future to smooth, to set gems or ornaments in it, to 
plane it, to adorn" it with grooves and protuberances, to rub it and 
smooth it with the skin of a tuna [tunas],'" or if it is lacking a 
base or a rim or a handle,’ the vessel is susceptible to becoming 
impure. If the vessel is lacking the hollowing necessary to render 
it a receptacle, it is not susceptible to impurity. 


The Gemara asks: Isn't it obvious that if the vessel is lacking hol- 
lowing, it is not susceptible to becoming impure, as it is clearly not 
a vessel? The Gemara answers: No, it is necessary only in a case 
where one hollowed three log [kefiza]' in a receptacle that he 
intends to hold one kav, which contains six log. Even though it is a 
receptacle, since the receptacle is incomplete it is not susceptible to 
impurity. 


And these are the unfinished metal vessels: Any vessel that one 
plans in the future 


NOTES 


To rub the vessel and smooth it with the skin of a tuna - rea 
Dawa: This fish is also mentioned later in the Gemara (66b). In 
fact, in several places the Talmud describes the skin of fish used 
to smooth the surface of vessels (Rashi; see Josafot). Alternatively, 
Rabbeinu Gershom Meor HaGola explains that the reference is to 
painting the vessel red. 


to smooth, to set gems or ornaments in it, to plane it, to adorn it, 
to strike it with a hammer, or if it is lacking a base or a rim or a 
handle, the vessel is not susceptible to impurity. If the vessel was 
complete and was lacking a cover, the vessel is susceptible to 
becoming impure. 


The Gemara asks: What is different about these unfinished wooden 
vessels, with regard to which the halakha is that provided they are 
fit for use they are susceptible to impurity, and what is different 
about those unfinished metal vessels, with regard to which the 
halakha is that even if they are fit for use they are not susceptible 
to impurity until their crafting is complete? Rabbi Yohanan said: 
The difference is that since metal vessels are crafted for uses of 
honor, they are not considered vessels until their completion. Rav 
Nahman said: The difference is that since the worth of metal ves- 
sels is expensive, they cannot be sold at that price unless they are 
complete. 


The Gemara asks: What is the practical difference between their 
opinions? The Gemara answers: The difference between them is 
with regard to bone vessels" crafted from horns, which are expen- 
sive but are not crafted for uses of honor. And Rav Nahman follows 
his line of reasoning, as Rav Nahman says: The halakhic status of 
bone vessels with regard to impurity is like that of metal vessels. 


This file may not be reproduced or distributed in any form without express permission from the publisher 


prs 2mrenaay apn oxy 1h37 ban 
pn 93] iby ua Teie 137 OU 
bay ah Tbn ma AiK ping Ja 
121 war) - AKYNNA...DY TYY 
sDoder a ONT a OWT p xan 
iat taba p PM TINA Kw 
amb abn TA 12 OX TUYN bay 

miD vp rony” 


13- DVT OMIPWA ana NA 
vos - ppn INT DANa 
D3 


DvP - OT DPY paan A 
Dhin - pang pwa bin pn 
PNV Dp PIN 


Diw IK DP ata beyaw 197 
my mm: ab HRN) awh mh mt sway 
XPD: Kby 137 TOK avn 

“awh any my WIND WATS aya 


edd dita aed am ot wane ba 
ipa bian bugin: ppn n 
soe p by 


ivy- ana Xow sy sant 09 
mpeg nx Spier wy qp np» 
ie) wy apaa NPY - pangen 

Mpa me bois 


The Gemara asks: Is that to say by inference that bone vessels are 
susceptible to ritual impurity? The Gemara answers: Yes, as it is 
taught in a baraita that Rabbi Yishmael, son of Rabbi Yohanan 
ben Beroka, says: What is the meaning when the verse states: 
“And all work of goats...you shall purify” (Numbers 31:20)? It is 
to include vessels that come from the goats, from the horns and 
from the hooves, and indicate that they are susceptible to impurity. 
And from where is it derived that vessels that come from the horns 
and the hooves of other domesticated animals and undomesti- 
cated animals are susceptible to impurity? It is derived from the 
verse, as the verse states: “And all work,’ where the term “all” is an 
amplification. If so, why must the verse states “Goats?” It serves to 
exclude birds, as vessels crafted from the bones of birds are not 
susceptible to impurity. 


MI S HN A With regard to the obligation of separating 


teruma and tithes, the stage of development 
that is obligated in bitter almonds is exempt in sweet almonds;° 
and the stage in development that is obligated in sweet almonds is 
exempt in bitter almonds. 


GEMARA The Sages taught in explanation of the 


mishna: In the case of bitter almonds, 
when they are small one is obligated to separate teruma and tithes, 
as they are not yet bitter and are fit for consumption; when they are 
large one is exempt from separating teruma and tithes, because they 
are bitter and unfit for consumption. In the case of sweet almonds, 
when they are large one is obligated to separate teruma and tithes, 
because the almonds are ripe and fit for consumption; when they 
are small one is exempt from separating teruma and tithes, because 
they are not fit for consumption. 


With regard to bitter almonds, Rabbi Yishmael, son of Rabbi Yosei, 
says in the name of his father to exempt both this small almond 
and that large almond." And some say to obligate both this small 
almond and that large almond. Rabbi Ela said: Rabbi Hanina 
issued a ruling in Tzippori in accordance with the statement of 
the one who says to exempt both this small almond and that 
large almond. 


The Gemara asks: And according to the one who says to obligate 
both this small almond and that large almond, for what use are the 
large almonds fit? They are bitter and unfit for consumption. Rabbi 
Yohanan said: Since one can sweeten them by means of roasting 
them on the fire, this renders them fit for consumption. 


MI SHNA Temed," a beverage produced from grape 


residue soaked in water, until it fermented, 
may not be purchased with second-tithe money" to be drunk in 
Jerusalem, because it is not wine. And if three log of it fall into a ritual 
bath, its halakhic status is that of drawn water and it invalidates the 
ritual bath.” Once it fermented, it is wine, and therefore it may 
be purchased with second-tithe money and it does not invalidate 
the ritual bath. 


HALAKHA 


To exempt both this small almond and that large almond - mt 
wad mn: One is obligated to tithe sweet almonds from the time 

that their external shell falls off. One is exempt from tithing both 

large and small bitter almonds because they are not food, in 

accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yosei, son of Rabbi Yehuda, 
contrary to the ruling in the mishna (Rambam Sefer Zera’im, Hil- 
khot Ma‘aser 1:9, 2:5; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De'a 331:74). 


Temed with regard to purchase with second-tithe money — 
swyn appa mmp pay mann: Temed may be purchased with 


Temed with regard to invalidating a ritual bath - paw wand 
mpar tioa: If three log of unfermented temed fall into a ritual 
bath containing less than the requisite forty sea of water, the 
temed invalidates the ritual bath as would drawn water. Once the 
temed ferments, it does not invalidate the ritual bath, but it also 
does not complete the requisite amount of water in the ritual 
bath. For example, if there are thirty-nine se‘a in the ritual bath 
and one sea of temed is added, the ritual bath remains incomplete 
(Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Mikvaot 7:4; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh 
Dea 201:24). 


second-tithe money only after it ferments, as then it is like wine 
or beer; before then it is considered like water (Rambam Sefer 


Zera‘im, Hilkhot Ma‘aser Sheni 7:6). 


BACKGROUND 
Sweet and bitter almonds — ova OPN OTP: The 
common almond tree, Prunus dulcis, is a tall, deciduous 
tree reaching 8 m, which blooms relatively early in the 
year, typically in February or March, and in warm winters 
even in January. 

There are two species of almond trees in Eretz Yisrael. 
One is the bitter almond, whose flowers are white and 
whose fruit is fit for consumption only when it is young 
and tender. It is eaten with its green outer shell, which 
has a sour taste. The second species is the sweet almond, 
whose flowers are whitish-pink and whose fruit is eaten 
at a later stage of development, after the outer shell 
blackens and falls, leaving two additional shells, one, a 
hard shell that must be cracked open, and the other, a 
hin brown covering of the fruit of the almond. 

The bitter taste of the bitter almond stems from the 
arge amount of amygdalin in it, which when broken 
down produces cyanide, a lethal poison. That substance 
is destroyed through roasting. That is the meaning here 
of the Gemara’s statement that the bitterness of the 
almond can be sweetened by means of fire. 


Ritual bath — mp: With regard to the purification o 
a ritually impure person, it is written: “Nevertheless, a 
spring or a cistern, a collection [mikve] of water, shal 
be pure” (Leviticus 11:36). A ritual bath, or mikve, is a col- 
lection of water. The Sages determined that forty sea is 
the minimum amount of water required for a valid ritua 
bath. Drawn water is not fit for use in a ritual bath, and in 
certain circumstances, even a relatively small amount o 
drawn water can disqualify a ritual bath otherwise filled 
with water that was not drawn. 


NOTES 


To exempt both this small almond and that large 
almond - wwa m mt: The explanation in the com- 
mentary here is in accordance with the explanation of 
Tosafot and the Rashba, which is also the explanation in 
the Jerusalem Talmud (Ma‘asrot 1:3). By contrast, Rashi 
explains: Both this, the small sweet almond, and that, 
the small bitter almond, are exempt; and both this, the 
large sweet almond, and that, the large bitter almond, 
are obligated. 


Temed - Wan: Rashi explains that the temed discussed 
here consists of water in which grape pits are soaked. 
After some time it ferments and becomes like wine. 
Tosafot explain that it consists of water in which dregs of 
wine are placed, based on the Gemara (Bava Batra 97a) 
that indicates that the mishna cited in the continuation 
of the discussion here addresses this type of temed. 


May not be purchased with second-tithe money — 
wyn 133 Mp iy: The Sages inferred from the lan- 
guage of the verse: “And you shall bestow the money for 

whatever your soul desires, for oxen, or for sheep, or for 

wine, or for strong drink” (Deuteronomy 14:26), that one 

may purchase with second-tithe money only items that 

are derived from produce, e.g., wine or vinegar produced 

from grapes, and whose sustenance is from the ground, 
such as animals. Water is not included (see Tosefot Yom 

Tov on Ma‘aser Sheni 1:3). 


And it invalidates the ritual bath — mpan nx dpi: 
Everyone agrees that a ritual bath that consists com- 
pletely or mostly of drawn water is not fit for any immer- 
sion required by Torah law, though commentaries dis- 
pute whether it is unfit by Torah law or by rabbinic law. 
n addition, the Sages decreed that even if only three log 
of drawn water fall into a ritual bath containing less than 
orty sea, the ritual bath is unfit. They stipulated several 
conditions to that decree (see Mikvaot 3:6-7), among 
hem that this is the case only with regard to water, but 
not other liquids. If a ritual bath already contains at least 
orty sea of undrawn water, it is not rendered unfit by 
adding drawn water. 
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LANGUAGE 
Premium [kalbon] - qian: From the Greek xoAoBov, 
kolobon, a small coin used as payment to a money 
changer for conversion of currency. 


BACKGROUND 


Animal tithe - maga Www: At three junctures dur- 
ing the year, the owner of a herd of kosher animals 
was required to gather all the animals born during the 
preceding period into an enclosure and count them 
one by one as they emerged from the enclosure. These 
animals passed “under the shepherd's rod” (Leviticus 
27:32), and every tenth animal was marked with red 
paint to indicate its sanctity as animal tithe. If a tithe 
animal was fit to be sacrificed, it was brought to the 
Temple and sacrificed as a peace offering. Its blood 
was sprinkled on the altar, and its meat was eaten by 
its owner. The details of the animal tithe are elucidated 
in tractate Bekhorot. 
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With regard to brothers who are partners" in the inheritance of 
their father, when they are obligated to add the premium [kal- 
bon]™" to their annual half-shekel payment to the Temple, they are 
exempt from animal tithe; when they are obligated to separate 
animal tithe," they are exempt from adding the premium. Part- 
ners who pay the half-shekel are required to add the premium and 
are exempt from animal tithe. If they are not true partners, but their 
inheritance remains the property of the father, the sons are exempt 
from paying the premium, and they are obligated to separate animal 
tithe. 


C E M ARA With regard to temed, the Gemara asks: 

Whose opinion is expressed in the mishna? 
Ostensibly, it is neither the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda nor the opin- 
ion of the Rabbis, as it is taught in a mishna (Ma‘asrot 5:6): With 
regard to one who prepares temed by placing water over grape 
byproducts, and he placed a certain measure of water," and when 
measuring the finished product he found its measure equivalent to 
the measure of water that he placed, he is exempt from the obliga- 
tion of tithing it, as although it tastes like wine, there is nothing in 
it but water. And Rabbi Yehuda obligates him to tithe it because 
the taste determines that it is wine. 


Whose opinion is expressed in the mishna? If it is the opinion of 
the Rabbis, then if there is no more than the initial measure of water 
that he placed, he should be exempt even if it fermented. Ifit is the 
opinion of Rabbi Yehuda, he holds that one is obligated even if it 
did not ferment, as taste is his sole criterion. Rav Nahman said that 


Rabba bar Avuh said: 


NOTES 


Brothers who are partners, etc. — 131 pam prx: The explana- 
tion given in the commentary is based on the opinion of Rashi that 
the reference here is to brothers who are partners, as explained 
in the mishna in Bekhorot (56b). The mishna there distinguishes 
between a situation where the brothers have not yet divided the 
inheritance following the death of their father, and a case where 
they have already divided the property and entered into a partner- 
ship. In the former case, the halakhic status of their joint property is 
like that of their father's property, as though their father were still 
alive. In the latter case, they are considered full-fledged partners. 
The Rambam, by contrast, cites an alternative version of the text, 
which reads: The brothers and the partners. He interprets the case 
as one of either brothers or partners, and he explains the mishna 
in Bekhorot in an entirely different manner. 


When they are obligated to add the premium — hapa pnw: 
There is a mitzva for every Jewish man to give one half-shekel to 


the Temple treasury, which is earmarked for the purchase of com- 
munal offerings. The Sages instituted that everyone must add to 
his half-shekel an additional small coin as a premium in order to 
defray the cost of exchanging coins of smaller denominations for 
larger ones, although according to the Rambam, only one who 
pays with a shekel coin and requires change pays the premium. 
The Sages established that even two partners who together pay 
one shekel and do not require change must each pay the pre- 
mium. Ifa person pays for himself and for another, e.g., a father for 
his son, he need not add the premium (see Shekalim 1:6-7). That 
is the case referred to here, where if the brothers pay their half- 
shekels together before dividing their inheritance, it is as though 
the father paid the half-shekels on behalf of his sons, and they 
need not add the premium. Rashi explains here that the meaning 
is that the brothers are completely exempt from payment of the 
premium, but in tractate Bekhorot (56b) Rashi suggests that they 
are required to pay only one premium. 


HALAKHA 


Brothers who are partners with regard to the premium - pnxt 
jap pyb pamit: Brothers who did not yet divide the inheri- 
tance that they received from their father and partners who paid 
a total of one shekel are exempt from paying the premium. This 
ruling applies in a case where the partners had already used the 
coins they each brought into the partnership and gave a shekel 
from the money received in their business dealings. If each partner 
brings coins into the partnership and they use one of those coins 
to pay the shekel, they are obligated to pay the premium. If they 
did business with the coins they had brought into the partnership, 
divided the profits, and then reestablished their partnership and 
used one of the coins they now brought into the partnership to 
pay the shekel, they are obligated to pay the premium. This is in 
accordance with the mishna in Bekhorot according to the alterna- 
tive version of the text of the Rambam, which reads: The brothers 
and the partners (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shekalim 3:4, 
and in the comment of Ra'avad). 


The brothers who are partners with regard to animal tithe - 
mata Wyn pad pamw pra: In a case where partners each 
brought lambs into their partnership, it is as though each pur- 
chased the other's lambs and they are exempt from animal tithe, 
in accordance with the halakha in a case of purchase. Likewise, 
brothers who inherit lambs from their father are exempt from 
animal tithe, but they are obligated to tithe lambs that were born 
after they established their partnership (Rambam Sefer Korbanot, 
Hilkhot Bekhorot 6:10). 


One who prepares temed and he placed a certain measure of 
water — 7733 02 103) Wana: One who placed water on grape 
byproducts and later filtered the water, and finds that the amount 
of liquid has increased by one-third, is obligated to tithe the addi- 
tional one-third. If the amount of liquid increased by less than 
one-third, and needless to say, if the measure of water remains 
the same, he does not tithe it, in accordance with the opinion 
of the Rabbis, based on Bava Batra 97a (Rambam Sefer Zera‘im, 
Hilkhot Ma‘aser 2:7). 
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It is in a case where the temed fermented that there is a dispute 
between Rabbi Yehuda and the Rabbis. It is only then that Rabbi 
Yehuda deems him obligated to tithe the temed if it tastes like wine, 
and the mishna that treats fermented temed like wine is in accor- 
dance with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda. And likewise, Rabbi 
Yosei, son of Rabbi Hanina, said: It is in a case where the temed 
fermented that there is a dispute. 


§ And Rav Nahman says that Rabba bar Avuh says: In a case of 
unfermented temed that one purchased with second-tithe money" 
and that ultimately fermented, the temed he purchased assumes 
the sanctity of second-tithe produce, and the money is desacralized. 
What is the reason that the temed assumes the sanctity of second- 
tithe produce? The reason is that the matter was revealed retroac- 
tively, such that when the temed was purchased it was produce fit 
to be purchased with second-tithe money and was not merely water. 


But in that case, the mishna that teaches that if the temed fer- 
mented, yes, one may purchase it with second-tithe money, but if 
it did not ferment, it may not, and the money remains sacred, why 
does the mishna state it unequivocally? Perhaps, if he would have 
left the temed long enough, it would have fermented. Rabba said 
in explanation: The mishna is referring to a case where one left 
some of the temed in a cup to monitor its status and it did not fer- 
ment. Therefore, one may be certain that it was not produce when 
he purchased it with second-tithe money, and the money remains 
sacred. 


Rava said: It is not necessary to understand the mishna specifically 
in that manner; rather, in accordance with whose opinion is this 
mishna? It is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yohanan ben 
Nuri,’ as we learned in a mishna (Mikvaot 7:5): In a case where 
there are three log of drawn water" less one sixty-fourth of a log 
[kortov], or any small measure of water, into which a kortov of wine 
fell, increasing the measure of liquid to a total of three log, and the 
appearance of those three log is like the appearance of wine, and 
then those three log fell into a ritual bath, completing its requisite 
forty sea, it has not invalidated the ritual bath. The reason is that 
three log of drawn water invalidate the ritual bath, and less than that 
measure of water fell into the ritual bath. 


Furthermore, in a case where there are three log of drawn water less 
one kortov, into which a kortov of milk fell, and the appearance 
of those three log is like the appearance of water, and those three 
log fell into a ritual bath, it has not invalidated the ritual bath, 
because in this case too, less than three log of drawn water fell into 
the ritual bath. 


Rabbi Yohanan ben Nuri says: Everything follows the appear- 
ance of those three log. Therefore, in the case of a kortov of milk 
completing the three log, the ritual bath is invalidated because the 
mixture still has the appearance of water. 


Rabbi Yohanan ben Nuri — 913 42 pan? +37: Rabbi Yohanan 
ben Nuri was one of the most prominent Sages of Yavne, even 
though he was one of the youngest among them. Most of his 
halakhic exchanges were conducted with Rabbi Akiva and other 
Sages of his generation. Rabbi Yohanan ben Nuri lived in the 
lower Galilee, in either Ginegar or Beit She’arim. He maintained 
close ties with the Sages of the Galilee, among them Abba 
Halafta, father of Rabbi Yosei. His primary students were also 


PERSONALITIES 
Sages who resided in the Galilee, among them Rabbi Yosei and 
Rabbi Yehoshua ben Korha. Little is known about Rabbi Yohanan 
ben Nuri’s personal life. The Gemara relates that he was poor 
and subsisted on gleanings, forgotten sheaves, and pe'a, the 
mandated agricultural gifts for the poor. The Sage Isi ben Yehuda 
praised Rabbi Yohanan ben Nurs expertise in all disciplines of 
Torah, and Rabbi Yohanan ben Nuri was considered a paradigm 
of one who fears sin. 


HALAKHA 


Temed that one purchased with second-tithe money — 
qWwyn p24 inpow ‘iam: Unfermented temed may not be 
purchased with second-tithe money because it is like water. 
Once it ferments it may be purchased with second-tithe 
money, like wine and beer. If he purchased it before it fer- 
mented and it then fermented, it becomes second-tithe 
produce, in accordance with the opinion of Rav Nahman 
(Rambam Sefer Zera’im, Hilkhot Ma‘aser 7:6). 


Three log of drawn water, etc. — 151012 pab aww: Drawn 
water invalidates a ritual bath of less than forty sea only if 
there are at least three /og of the drawn water and it has the 
appearance of water. Therefore, if wine fell into three log of 
drawn water, and the appearance of the mixture is that of 
wine, that mixture would not invalidate a ritual bath if it fell 
in, unless the appearance of the entire ritual bath were to 
change. If milk fell into less than three /og of drawn water 
and completed the three /og, and that mixture fell into a 
ritual bath of less than forty se'a, it does not invalidate the 
ritual bath, in accordance with the opinion of the first tanna 
(Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Mikvaot 7:10-11; Shulhan 
Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 201:23). 
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NOTES 


From the produce of obligation for the produce of 
exemption and from the produce of exemption 
for the produce of obligation - 1157 by ayn ja 
wI by 0577 pA: If one tithes from produce from 
which one is obligated to separate teruma and tithes 
for produce for which one is exempt from separating 
teruma and tithes, he thereby feeds the priests and 
Levites untithed produce. This is because no obliga- 
tion exists to tithe the produce on behalf of which 
he separated the teruma and tithes, and his act of 
separation is therefore meaningless. In the reverse 
case, where one tithes from produce from which one 
is exempt from separating teruma and tithes for pro- 
duce from which one is obligated to separate teruma 
and tithes, although one does not thereby feed the 
priest and Levite untithed produce, he nevertheless 
eats untithed produce himself. Since the obligation 
to separate teruma and tithes did not apply to the 
produce from which he separated them, that which 
he separated is not teruma and tithes, and his other 
produce remains untithed (Rashi). 


Perek | 
Daf 26 Amud b 


HALAKHA 


One brings the temed into contact with water of 
a ritual bath - 023 iW: Impure temed, whether 
it became impure after it became temed or it was 
produced with impure water before it fermented, 
may be brought into contact with the water of a ritual 
bath to purify it, as it is like water. Once it ferments, it is 
like wine and is not purified in a ritual bath, in accor- 
dance with the baraita and the opinion of Rav Geviha 
(Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Tumat Okhalin 2:24). 


PERSONALITIES 

Rav Geviha from Bei Katil - Yna yan 33 IT A 
fifth- and sixth-generation Babylonian amora, Rav 
Geviha lived a long life. He studied with the promi- 
nent amora Rava, and in the following generation 
was already a distinguished Sage who delivered 
lectures in significant public venues. Rav Geviha was 
a colleague of Rav Ashi and would engage in halakhic 
discourse with him. He significantly outlived Rav Ashi, 
and in the Epistle of Rav Sherira Gaon it is related that 
he served as head of the yeshiva in Pumbedita from 
429 to 434 CE. 
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Rava reasoned: Doesn’t Rabbi Yohanan ben Nuri say that we fol- 
low the appearance in determining the halakhic status of the liquid? 

Here too, in the mishna, follow the appearance in determining the 

halakhic status of the liquid, and in the case of the temed, as long as 

it has not yet fermented, the taste and the appearance of that liquid 

is that of water. By contrast, Rav Nahman holds in accordance with 

the opinion of the first tanna in the mishna in tractate Mikvaot that 

the status of the liquid is not determined by its appearance. Rather, 
since it ultimately fermented, it became clear retroactively that when 

the temed was purchased it was produce fit to be purchased with 

second-tithe money, and was not merely water. 


The Gemara resumes its discussion of the dispute between Rabbi 
Yehuda and the Rabbis with regard to which Rav Nahman said: It 
is in a case where the temed fermented that there is a dispute 
between Rabbi Yehuda and the Rabbis, and it is only then that 
Rabbi Yehuda deems one obligated to tithe the temed if it tastes 
like wine. If it did not yet ferment, even Rabbi Yehuda concedes 
that one is not obligated to tithe it. The Gemara notes: And Rav 
Nahman disagrees with the opinion of Rabbi Elazar, as Rabbi 
Elazar says: Everyone, even Rabbi Yehuda, agrees that one may 
not separate tithes for this temed from temed in another place, 
unless it fermented. 


Apparently, Rabbi Elazar holds that it is in a case where the temed 
did not ferment that there is a dispute between Rabbi Yehuda and 
the Rabbis, and Rabbi Yehuda obligates one to tithe the temed that 
did not ferment only from that temed itself, because if it ferments 
it is tithe and if not, he has done nothing. But concerning temed that 
comes from elsewhere, one may not separate it for this temed, as 
perhaps he will come to separate tithe from the produce of obliga- 
tion, i.e., fermented temed, for the produce of exemption, i.e., temed 
that will not ferment, and from the produce of exemption for the 
produce of obligation." 


§ The Sages taught: With regard to temed that became ritually 
impure, until it ferments, 


one brings the temed into contact with water of a ritual bath" by 
immersing the vessel holding the temed in a ritual bath, thereby 
purifying the temed. Once it ferments, he does not bring it into 
contact with water, as that is effective only in purifying water and 
not in purifying other liquids. Rava said: The Sages taught this only 
with regard to a case where one prepared temed with ritually pure 
water and it later became impure, but if the water was impure from 
the outset, the contact with the ritual bath would not purify it. 


Rav Geviha from Bei Katil’ went and stated this halakha before 
Rav Ashi and asked: What is different in the case of water that is 
impure from the outset such that bringing the temed into contact 
with the ritual bath would not purify it, as we say: Since the water 
is heavy it settles at the bottom of the vessel, and the fruit, the 
grape residue, floats above, and therefore, contact with the water 
of the ritual bath would not be effective for the water of the temed? 
If so, the same would apply in the case of water that was ritually 
pure and ultimately became impure as temed also. 


Rather, the reason contact is effective in the case of ritually pure 
water that later became impure as temed is that the water and the 
residue are intermingled. Here too, in the case of water that was 
impure from the outset, the water and the residue are intermingled, 
and contact with the water ofa ritual bath would be effective. 
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Any situation where there is sale® of one’s 
MISHNA,” 


daughter as a Hebrew maidservant, i.e., when 
she is a minor, there is no fine’ of fifty sela paid to her father if she 
is raped or seduced, as that fine is paid to her father only when she 
is a young woman. And any situation where there is a fine" paid to 
the father there is no sale. 


G E M ARA Rav Yehuda says that Rav says: This is the 

statement of Rabbi Meir, but the Rabbis 
said: There is the possibility of payment of a fine in a situation 
where there is sale, as it is taught in a baraita: A minor girl from 
the age of one day old until she reaches puberty and grows two 
pubic hairs is subject to sale," but is not entitled to receive payment 
ofa fine. Once she reaches puberty and grows two pubic hairs, from 
that point until she matures into a grown woman she is entitled to 
receive payment of a fine, but is not subject to sale. This is the 
statement of Rabbi Meir, as Rabbi Meir would state a principle: 
Any situation where there is a sale, there is no fine; and any 
situation where there is a fine, there is no sale. 


And the Rabbis say: A minor girl from the age of three years and 
one day until she matures into a grown womanis entitled to receive 
payment ofa fine." 


The Gemara asks: Is that to say that yes, she is entitled to payment 
ofa fine, but she is not subject to sale? Isn't her father permitted to 
sell her during most of that period? The Gemara answers: Say that 
the Rabbis said: She is also entitled to receive payment of a fine 
during that period in a situation where she is subject to sale. 


MI SHN A Any situation where there is the right of 


refusal for a minor girl married by her 
mother or brothers, enabling her to opt out of the marriage, there 
is no halitza,* as a minor girl whose husband died without chil- 
dren cannot perform halitza. And any situation where there is 
halitza, once she has reached majority, there is no right of refusal." 


NOTES 


Any situation where there is a fine - Dip ww Dipa bp: The 
reference is to the period of time between the onset of puberty 
and when a female becomes a grown woman, as the Torah 
states (see Deuteronomy 25:29) that one is liable to pay the 
fine if he rapes a young woman. The Sages say that the same 
applies with regard to seduction (see Exodus 22:15). This period, 
known as young womanhood, begins at the age of twelve years 
and one day when she grows pubic hair, and it lasts six months. 
After six months, she assumes the status of a grown woman. 


There is no halitza - an pws: The reason is that in the passage 
dealing with levirate marriage and halitza, the Torah employs 


the term man [ish], meaning one who reached majority. The 
Sages derived that just as the man participating in levirate mar- 
riage and halitza must be one who has reached majority, so too, 
the woman who participates must be one who has reached 
majority (Yevamot 105b). 


Any situation where there is halitza there is no right of 
refusal — pK» px adn ww Dipa box: Once she reaches 
puberty and becomes a young woman, she is eligible to per- 
form halitza. If she has not yet exercised her right of refusal, she 
becomes the man’s wife in every sense, and the marriage may 
be dissolved only by means of a bill of divorce. 


HALAKHA 


A minor girl from one day old until she grows two pubic 
hairs is subject to sale — AW WINY Ty IM Ot nan mvp 
12 ay w nw: A minor girl between the age of one day and 
when she reaches twelve years old and grows two pubic hairs 
may be sold by her father as a Hebrew maidservant. After she 
grows two pubic hairs he cannot sell her (Rambam Sefer Kinyan, 
Hilkhot Avadim 4:1). 


A minor girl from the age of three years and one day until 
she matures into a grown woman is entitled to receive pay- 
ment of a fine - a> w ‘aan wy Inyo ow wow nan map 
Daj: At what age is a girl who is raped or seduced entitled to 
receive payment of a fine? It is from when she reaches the age of 


three years and one day old until she becomes a grown woman, 
according to the opinion of the Rabbis. Although the unattrib- 
uted mishna is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Meir, the 

Gemara indicates that his is a minority opinion. That is the ruling 

of the Rif, the Rambam, and the Rosh (Rambam Sefer Nashim, 
Hilkhot Na‘ara Betula 1:8; Shulhan Arukh, Even HaEzer 177:1). 


Any situation where there is the right of refusal there is no 
halitza - an px pon ww Dipa bs: A yevama does not per- 
form halitza until she reaches the age of twelve years and one 
day old and it is determined that she grew two pubic hairs 
(Rambam Sefer Nashim, Hilkhot Yibbum VaHalitza 1:18; Shulhan 
Arukh, Even HaEzer 167:4). 


BACKGROUND 


Sale — 1313: A father can sell his daughter as a Hebrew 
maidservant until she is twelve years and one day old. In 
many cases, the one who purchased her can designate 
the Hebrew maidservant to become his wife or the wife of 
his son. If the master or his son opt not to marry her, she is 
liberated either when she reaches majority, after the pas- 
sage of six years, when her master dies, or with the advent 
of the Jubilee Year, whichever occurs first. 


Fine — 3p: The Torah commands that a man who rapes an 

unmarried woman between the ages of three and twelve 

and a half must marry her and never divorce her. That mar- 
riage is subject to her consent and the consent of her father. 
In addition, he is liable to pay a fine, as well as the five pay- 
ments that one is obligated to pay when causing personal 

injury (see Deuteronomy 22:29). 


Halitza - nyn: Halitza is the ceremony through which 
a yevama, a woman whose husband died childless, frees 
herself from the obligation to marry the brother of her 
deceased husband, thereby enabling her to marry anyone 
she chooses (see Deuteronomy 25:7-10). It is called halitza, 
which literally means removal, based on the central ele- 
ment of this ceremony during which the yevama removes a 
special sandal from the foot of the yavam, the brother of her 
deceased husband. Halitza is performed before a rabbinical 
court. The halakhot governing this ceremony are discussed 
in detail in tractate Yevamot. 
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HALAKHA 
Until when may a girl refuse — nagan nan ya TY: Until 
when may a minor girl exercise her right of refusal? It is 
until she grows two pubic hairs after reaching the age 
of twelve, in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Meir 
(Rambam Sefer Nashim, Hilkhot Geirushin 11:4; Shulhan 
Arukh, Even HaEzer 155712). 


On a Festival that occurs on Shabbat eve...at the con- 
clusion of Shabbat - ...naw awa nim bnw aie op 
Nav »xx¥ina: When the Jewish people were settled in 
Eretz Yisrael, they would sound six shofar blasts so that 
he people would cease from performing labor. When a 
Festival occurs on Shabbat eve, one sounds a shofar blast 
but does not recite havdala. When a Festival occurs at 
he conclusion of Shabbat, one recites havdala but the 
shofar is not sounded. The Rema writes that there is a 
custom in many communities that instead of sounding 
he shofar, approximately half an hour to an hour prior 
o Shabbat a representative of the community would 
proclaim to everyone to prepare themselves for Shabbat. 
That is an appropriate custom to prevent Jews from des- 
ecrating Shabbat. This was also the practice on a Festival 
hat occurs on Shabbat eve (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, 
Hilkhot Shabbat 5:18, 21; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 256:1 
and Beur Halakha there). 


How does one recite havdala - prian xD: Wha 
is the order of the blessings recited on a Festival tha 
begins at the conclusion of Shabbat? Initially, one recites 
the blessing on the wine and then recites the kiddush o 
the Festival, followed by a blessing on the candle, then a 
blessing of havdala, which concludes: Who distinguishes 
between the sacred and the sacred, and concludes with 
the blessing: Who has given us life, sustained us, and 
brought us to this time (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot 
Shabbat 29:22). 


BACKGROUND 


Shofar blast — nyp: Josephus describes a tower in 
the wall of the Temple Mount upon which they would 
stand and sound the shofar in order to halt the people 
from their labor on Shabbat eve. Indeed, in the excava- 
tions at the southeast corner of the Temple Mount that 
overlooks the ancient marketplace of Jerusalem and 
the nearby agricultural fields, a large piece of a stone 
was discovered upon which was written: To the place 
of the shofar blast. 


Huzal —byrn: Huzal was a small town in Babylonia with 
an extremely ancient Jewish settlement. If there was 
only one village with that name, its inhabitants can be 
traced back to the tribe of Benjamin, and it is considered 
one of the most ancient Jewish settlements in Babylonia. 
Many famous Sages hail from Huzal, and its inhabitants 
were known for their independent traditions. The Talmud 
(Megilla 29a) relates that the ancient synagogue in Huzal 
was one of the sites from which the Divine Presence 
never wavered. According to Rav Sherira Gaon, Huzal 
was located near Neharde’a. 
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G E M ARA Rav Yehuda says that Rav says: This is the 

statement of Rabbi Meir, but the Rabbis 
say: There is the right of refusal in a situation where there is halitza, 
as it is taught in a baraita: Until when may a girl refuse?" She may 
do so as long as she is a minor, until she grows two pubic hairs, which 
are signs of puberty rendering her a young woman; this is the state- 
ment of Rabbi Meir. Rabbi Yehuda says: She may refuse until the 


black hairs in the pubic area appear to cover an area greater than the 
white’ skin of the area uncovered by hair. At that stage, she is already 
eligible to perform the rite of halitza. That is the opinion of the Rabbis. 
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MI S H N A Any situation where there is a shofar blast™ 


sounded on the eve of Shabbat or a Festival to 


stop the people from performing labor and to demarcate between the 
sacred and the profane, there is no havdala recited at the conclusion 


of the Shabbat or Festival in prayer and over a cup of wine. And any 
situation where there is havdala recited, there is no shofar blast 


sounded. 

- nay awa nia bpw sip op 
— naw Yina potaa xy pypin 
popin xy praan 


How so? On a Festival that occurs on Shabbat eve, one sounds the 
shofar" to stop the people from performing labor that is permitted on 
the Festival and prohibited on Shabbat and to demarcate between one 
sacred day and another; and one does not recite havdala, as that is 


recited only when the transition is from a sacred day to a profane day 
or from a day of greater sanctity to a day of lesser sanctity. The sanctity 
of Shabbat is greater than the sanctity of the Festival, and therefore 
havdala is not recited in this case. On a Festival that occurs at the 
conclusion of Shabbat," one recites havdala, but one does not 


sound the shofar. 
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How does one recite havdala" in that case; i.e., what is the formula 
of the blessing? It concludes: Who distinguishes between sacred 
and sacred, as opposed to the standard blessing at the conclusion of 
Shabbat: Who distinguishes between sacred and profane. Rabbi Dosa 


says that the formula is: Who distinguishes between greater sanctity 
and lesser sanctity. 
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GEMARA= Gemara asks: How does one sound a 


tekia ona Festival that occurs on Shabbat eve, 


when the difference between the sanctity of the preceding day and 
the sanctity of the coming day is not as pronounced as it is on a 
standard Shabbat eve? Rav Yehuda said: One sounds a tekia, i.e., a 


long continuous shofar blast, and sounds a terua, i.e., a staccato series 
of shofar blasts, from the midst of the tekia. And Rav Asi said: One 
does not sound a continuous blast; rather, he sounds a tekia and then 
sounds a ferua in one breath. Rav Asi instituted the practice in the 
city of Huzal’ in accordance with his halakha. 


Until the black is greater than the white - by NWI Taye WY 
jaya: In tractate Nidda (52a) the Gemara explains that this does 
not mean that the black area is actually greater than the white 
area. Rather, it means that the black hairs are long enough that 
they lie horizontally, and therefore it appears as though the black 
is greater than the white. Rabbeinu Hananel explains differently, 
that the hair adjacent to the skin is black and as it grows longer, 
it becomes lighter. The expression: The black is greater than the 
white, consequently refers to a stage where most of the length 
of the hair is dark (Tosafot on Ketubot 36a). 


Any situation where there is a shofar blast — ww nipa bs 
myrpm: As explained in the mishna (Sukka 53b), in the Temple 
three shofar blasts were sounded on Shabbat eve to instruct the 
people to cease their labor. The people would then abandon 


NOTES 


their labor in the field and return to their homes to prepare for 
Shabbat. Three more blasts were later sounded at nightfall, at the 
conclusion of which all labor was prohibited (see Shabbat 34b 
and Tosefta, Sukka 4:11-12). This custom was adopted in other 
places for extended periods (see Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot 
Shabbat 5:18). 


Ona Festival that occurs on Shabbat. eve one sounds the sho- 
shofar is ceed prohibited ona dFestival as itis on Shabbat, with 

the exception of sounding the shofar on Rosh HaShana, which is 

a mitzva, nevertheless, sounding the shofar in this case qualifies 

as a mitzva of sorts, as it serves to inform people that it is now 
prohibited to prepare food. 
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The Gemara raises an objection to the statements of Rav Yehuda 
and Rav Asi from a baraita: On a Festival that occurs on Shabbat 
eve, one sounds a tekia but does not sound a terua. What, is it not 
that one does not sound a terua at all? The Gemara answers: No, 
rather, Rav Yehuda explains the baraita according to his line of 
reasoning and Rav Asi explains the baraita according to his line 
of reasoning. Rav Yehuda explains the baraita according to his line 
of reasoning: One does not sound a distinct terua; rather, he 
sounds the terua that emerges from the midst of the tekia. And Rav 
Asi explains the baraita according to his line of reasoning: One 
does not sound the fekia and the terua in two breaths; rather, he 
sounds them in one breath. 


§ The mishna states that on a Festival that occurs at the conclusion 
of Shabbat one recites havdala, and that the Sages disagreed as to 
the formula of that blessing. The Gemara asks: Where does one 
recite the formula in question? Rav Yehuda said: He recites the 
formula at the conclusion of the blessing. But in the body of the 
blessing one recites the same formula as in every conclusion of 
Shabbat: Who distinguishes between sacred and profane, between 
light and darkness, etc. And likewise, Rav Nahman said: He recites 
the formula at the conclusion of the blessing. 


And Rav Sheshet, son of Rav Idi, said: One recites that formula 
even at the beginning, in the body of the blessing, instead of the 
formula: Who distinguishes between sacred and profane. The 
Gemara comments: And the halakha is not in accordance with 
his opinion. 


The mishna teaches: Rabbi Dosa says that the formula is: Who 
distinguishes between greater sanctity and lesser sanctity. The 
Gemara comments: And the halakha is not in accordance with his 
opinion. 


Rabbi Zeira said: At the conclusion ofa Festival that occurs in the 
middle of the week," one recites: Who distinguishes between 
sacred and profane, and between light and darkness, and between 
Israel and the nations, and between the seventh day and the six 
days of labor, even though it is not Shabbat. What is the reason for 
that practice? He is enumerating the series of distinctions" that 
the Sages instituted and not specifically the distinction unique to 
that particular day. 


HALAKHA 


A Festival that occurs in the middle of the week - Di 
naw pynya niy Saw aiw: At the conclusion of a Fes- 
tival, both prior to a weekday as well as prior to the 
intermediate days of that Festival, one recites havdala in 
the evening prayer as well as over a cup of wine (Shulhan 
Arukh, Orah Hayyim 491:1). 


NOTES 

He is enumerating the series of distinctions - 11D 
mia T mibran: It is explained elsewhere (Pesahim 
104a) that the Sages instituted distinctions within the 
formula of the blessing of the havdala that reflect the 
distinctions that appear in the Torah. The phrase: Who 
distinguishes between sacred and profane, reflects 
the verse: “And that you may distinguish between the 
sacred and the profane” (Leviticus 10:10); the phrase: 
And between light and darkness, reflects the verse: “And 
God distinguished between the light from the darkness” 
(Genesis 1:4); the phrase: And between Israel and the 
gentiles, reflects the verse: “And | distinguished you from 
the nations, that you should be Mine” (Leviticus 20:26); 
the phrase: And between the seventh day and the six 
days of labor, is identical to the distinction between 
the sacred and the profane. The final formulation was 
instituted to conclude the body of the blessing in a 
manner similar to the concluding blessing: Blessed are 
You, Who distinguishes between the sacred and the 
profane (Rashi). 
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With regard to the question of who is fit to slaughter an animal or bird, it was deter- 
mined that in the case of certain categories of people, it is prohibited to eat the meat 
of an animal slaughtered by them, and even if they performed the slaughter properly, 
the animal does not have the halakhic status of a slaughtered animal. Primarily, gen- 
tiles are excluded from the ranks of slaughterers, and their slaughter of an animal 
or bird is not considered halakhic slaughter at all. There are others whose slaughter 
is inappropriate and therefore prohibited ab initio, but their slaughter is valid after 
the fact if there was competent supervision of it. Included in this category are those 
who are ignorant of the halakhot of slaughter, those without proven experience 
in slaughter, and those who are suspected of violating mitzvot. Within the latter 
category, there are distinctions between one who violates the mitzva as an expres- 
sion of insolence and one who does so to satisfy his appetite, and between one who 
violates one mitzva and one who violates the entire Torah. In addition, those lacking 
halakhic competence, i.e., a deaf-mute, an imbecile, or a minor, are also included in 
the category of those whose slaughter is prohibited ab initio. During certain periods 
the Samaritans were included in this category as well. With regard to a woman who 
performs slaughter, there are different opinions among the early commentaries. 
Fundamentally, a woman may slaughter an animal, but the custom in most places is 
that women do not do so. 


Although slaughter of a non-sacred animal does not require intent in the same 
manner as does the slaughter ofa sacrificial animal, the slaughter must nevertheless 
be performed by the action of a person. Therefore, if a knife fell and as a result an 
act of slaughter occurred, the slaughter is not valid. The same is true of slaughter 
implemented by a machine. 


Based on tradition and inferences drawn from verses, the Gemara concluded that 
slaughter is accomplished through cutting the windpipe and the gullet, known as the 
simanim, by passing a knife back and forth, not by perforating the simanim, pressing 
the knife, or ripping the simanim. Therefore, slaughter may not be performed with 
a notched knife that necessarily rips the flesh and does not cut smoothly. The Sages 
prohibited the use of utensils with regard to which there is concern that they might 
be notched. Nevertheless, utensils crafted from any material that is sharp and smooth 
are fit for use in slaughtering an animal, with the exception of plants or stones that 
are still connected to the ground. Nevertheless, throughout the generations, the 
prevalent custom has been to slaughter exclusively with iron knives. 


Since even a small notch in a knife is liable to invalidate the slaughter and to render 
the animal an unslaughtered carcass, the Sages stated that one must examine the knife 
both before and after the slaughter. In cases of uncertainty, the Sages established that 
the principle is: An animal during its lifetime exists with the presumptive status of 
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prohibition until it becomes known in what manner it was slaughtered. Once the 
animal was properly slaughtered, it exists with the presumptive status of permissibil- 
ity until it becomes known in what manner it was rendered a tereifa. 


The appropriate place of slaughter ranges from beneath the larynx until the upper 
edge of the lung, and in a bird until the crop. 


This chapter also elucidated the relationship between slaughter and pinching, the 
manner in which bird offerings are prepared for sacrifice. The Gemara explained 
that the place of slaughter is at the front or the sides of the neck and pinching is 
performed from the nape of the neck. Slaughter and pinching are performed at the 
same point along the length of the neck. As a result of that distinction, a series of 
mishnayot that deal with a great variety of unrelated topics were cited in the Gemara, 
since their structure is parallel to the structure of the mishna with regard to slaughter 
and pinching, namely: A certain matter or characteristic that is valid with regard to 
one matter is not valid with regard to another, and vice versa. 


As is typical in many chapters, several other subjects were examined in this chapter 
in the course of the discussion of the principal topics mentioned above. Among 
them were the status of Samaritans, the halakhot of uncertainty, presumptive status, 
majority, and benefit from prohibited labor performed on Shabbat. 
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If the place that the Lord your God shall choose to put 
His name there be too far from you, then you shall 
slaughter of your herd and of your flock, which the 
Lord has given you, as I have commanded you, and 
you shall eat within your gates, after all the desire of 
your soul. 

(Deuteronomy 12:21) 


And whatever man there be of the children of Israel or 

of the strangers that sojourn among them who traps 
any undomesticated animal or bird that may be eaten, 
he shall spill its blood, and cover it in earth. 


(Leviticus 17:13) 
If flocks and herds be slaughtered for them will they 
suffice them, or if all the fish of the sea be gathered 
together for them, will they suffice them? 


(Numbers 11:22) 


Then I said: Ah, Lord God, my soul has not become 
impure; and from my youth until now I have not eaten 
an unslaughtered carcass or a tereifa; and no piggul 
flesh came into my mouth. 

(Ezekiel 4:14) 


This chapter is a continuation of the first chapter, which deals primarily with mat- 
ters relating to slaughter. The first chapter discussed which people are fit to perform 
slaughter, the utensils fit for use in slaughter, and the question of where on an animal's 
body one slaughters it. This chapter analyzes the slaughter itself: How it is performed, 
what invalidates it, and what intent is required. 


Some of the issues that arise in this chapter are related to the act of slaughter, such 
as the determination of where on the animal’s body the slaughter is performed, what 
exactly must be cut during slaughter, and what differences, if any, there are between 
animals and birds. It is also necessary to clarify precisely how slaughter is performed, 
as well as halakhot concerning a case where two people slaughter one animal simul- 
taneously, e.g., is there a difference whether they use one knife or two, or if they cut 
the same part of the neck or two different parts? The Gemara also asks more general 
questions: What is the source for the halakhot of slaughter? Which animals require 
slaughter by Torah law? Is the mitzva of slaughter necessarily related to blood that 
emerges from the incision? 


The Gemara considers the type of animal or bird fit for slaughter. What is the status of 
an animal that is in danger ofimminent death? At what point is an animal determined 
to be halakhically dead, at which point slaughter can no longer render it permitted 
for consumption? 


The chapter also discusses those actions that invalidate slaughter, and grapples with 
a fundamental issue that has ramifications primarily in the realm of ritual purity and 
impurity: If an animal is slaughtered not in accordance with the halakhot of slaughter, 
does it assume the status of an unslaughtered carcass and become a primary source 
of ritual impurity, or does it assume the status of a tereifa and remain pure? 


A significant portion of this chapter addresses the requisite intent while slaughtering. 
It is agreed that although slaughter is a mitzva, one does not require explicit intent for 
the sake of a mitzva while performing the slaughter. The Gemara explores whether 
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the one who slaughters is required to have any intent at all, as well as the question 
of the status of a slaughter that occurs without intent, not at the hand of a person. 


There is a consensus that intent can invalidate the slaughter, e.g., in the case ofintent 
to slaughter for idol worship. In that case benefit from the animal is forbidden, just 
as it is in the case of idolatrous offerings. This raises other questions: Whose intent 
determines the validity of the slaughter? Is it only the intent of the slaughterer, or is 
the intent of the owner of the animal also significant? How is idol worship defined 
in this regard? Furthermore, the Gemara investigates the halakha in cases where the 
slaughter is not performed for idol worship per se but is performed in the framework 
of sorcery or necromancy. In which cases is all benefit from the slaughtered animal 
forbidden, and in which cases is slaughter prohibited ab initio due to the fact that it 
has the appearance of idol worship? 


Another type of intent that invalidates slaughter is the intent to sacrifice the animal as 
an offering. Although slaughter with that intent in and of itself does not render a non- 
sacred animal forbidden, there is concern that the person had consecrated the animal 
as an offering, in which case its halakhic status would be that of a sacrificial animal 
slaughtered outside the confines of the Temple courtyard. Even if it is concluded 
that he had not actually consecrated the animal, it is prohibited to slaughter in that 
manner, because it appears as though it were a sacrificial animal being slaughtered 
outside the confines of the Temple courtyard. The Gemara examines when slaughter 
renders the animal forbidden and in which cases there is no concern. 


These and related issues are the primary focus of this chapter. 
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MI S H N A In the case of one who slaughters by cutting 


one siman, i.e., the windpipe or the gullet, in 
a bird, and two simanim in an animal, his slaughter is valid," and 
the halakhic status of the majority of one siman is like that of the 
entire siman. Rabbi Yehuda says: The slaughter is not valid until 
he cuts the veins [haveridin],"'®" i.e., the major blood vessels in 
the neck. If one cut half of one siman in a bird or one and a half 
simanim in an animal," his slaughter is not valid." If one cut the 
majority of one siman in a bird or the majority of two simanim in 
an animal," his slaughter is valid. 


G E M ARA The Gemara infers from the term: One who 

slaughters, that if one slaughtered, then 
after the fact, yes, the slaughter is valid; but ab initio, no, it is pro- 
hibited. The Gemara asks: Is the ruling with regard to the cutting of 
two simanim in an animal that ab initio, no, it is prohibited? If so, 
how much is one expected to continue and cut the simanim, ab 
initio? There are only two relevant simanim to be cut. The Gemara 
answers: If you wish, say that the reference is to the cutting of one 
siman in a bird," as one is required to cut both simanim in a bird ab 
initio. And if you wish, say instead that the reference is to the pas- 
sage in the mishna that states that the halakhic status of the majority 
of one siman is like that of the entire siman, as one is required to cut 
the entire siman ab initio. 


§ Kaf, mem, shin is a mnemonic for the sources of the statements 
cited in the discussion that follows: Rav Kahana, Rav Yeimar, and 
the school of Rabbi Yishmael. 


NOTES 


Until he cuts the veins — ppd ny vinwew ty: As will be 
explained later in the Gemara (28b), the reference here is not 
to a component of the mitzva of slaughter. Rather, the pur- 
pose of cutting the veins is to drain the blood, and it can be 
accomplished by means of stabbing and does not need to be 
accomplished by means of moving the knife back and forth 
on the neck. Rabbi Yehuda stated this requirement only with 
regard to the slaughter of a bird, which is often roasted whole. 
Since animals are cut into pieces before they are cooked, there 
is no concern that the blood of an animal will remain inside it, 
so there is no need to cut its veins. The early commentaries write 
hat despite the formulation of the mishna, Rabbi Yehuda holds 
hat the cutting of the veins is a requirement ab initio; but failure 
o cut the veins does not invalidate the slaughter after the fact, 
provided that the bird was cut into pieces before being cooked. 
f one failed to cut the veins and roasted the bird whole, Rabbi 
Yehuda rules that it is prohibited to eat the bird even after the 
act (Rashba; Tosafot). 

The veins mentioned here are the major blood vessels 
ocated in the neck. According to the Josefta (2:1) there are two 
of these blood vessels. The commentaries disagree with regard 
o the precise identity of these blood vessels. Some hold that 
he reference is to the two major veins on either side of the neck, 
adjacent to the epidermis (Erekh HaShulhan). Others understand 
hat the reference is to arteries deeper in the neck, closer to the 
windpipe and gullet (Rambam’s Commentary on the Mishna). 


These arteries carry blood from the heart to the brain, and the 
blood pressure in those arteries is high, while the blood pressure 
in the veins adjacent to the epidermis is lower. Some hold that in 
addition to these arteries, the reference is also to the two veins 
that are adjacent to these two arteries (Sihat Hullin, citing Torat 
HaNikkur HaShalem). 


One and a half simanim in an animal, his slaughter is not 
valid — maps inwynw M73 YM INN: It is not sufficient to cut 
the combined majority ‘of the two simanim. Rather, one must 
cut the majority of each siman. 


If you wish, say that the reference is to the cutting of one 
siman in a bird — }iva TNN KIX MYX: The Ramban and 
Tosafot understand that by Torah law there is a mitzva to cut two 
simanim both in an animal and in a bird. Nevertheless, the Torah 
permits the bird even if only one of the simanim was cut during 
the slaughter (Rosh Yosef). The majority of early commentaries 
disagree with this interpretation, as the Torah does not distin- 
guish between ab initio and after the fact. Rather, by Torah law 
one is required to cut only one of the simanim in a bird ab initio. 
The Sages stated that one should cut both ab initio, due to the 
concern that one may inadvertently cut less than the majority 
of one siman (Rashi), or in order to have the slaughter of a bird 
be the same as the slaughter of an animal, which requires that 
two simanim be cut (Rashash). 


HALAKHA 


One who slaughters by cutting one siman in a bird and 
two simanim in an animal, his slaughter is valid - pnivn 
mwa inne magaa OW giya IM: When slaughtering 
either an animal or a bird, ideally both the windpipe and 
gullet should be completely cut, and that should be the 
objective of the slaughterer. If one cut the majority of one 
siman in a bird, or the majority of both simanim in an animal, 
the slaughter is valid after the fact, in accordance with the 
stringencies of both of the Gemara's explanations of the 
mishna (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Shehita 1:9; Shulhan 
Arukh, Yoreh De’a 21:1 and Beur HaGra there). 


Until he cuts the veins - pp wag ny ving IY: When 
slaughtering a bird, one must cut the veins. If he fails to 
do so, he may puncture them while the animal is still 
convulsing and the blood is still warm, so that the blood 
will drain before it cools inside the animal's body. This is in 
accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda, as elsewhere 
Rabbi Yehoshua ben Levi advises his sons: Be careful with 
the jugular veins, in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi 
Yehuda (Berakhot 8b). The halakha is also in accordance with 
the Gemara on 28b (Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh Dea 22:1, 76:3). 


Half of one siman ina bird or one and a half simanim in an 
animal — 77732 S TN) iY INN YM: If one cut one of 
the simanim entirely and precisely half of the other in an ani- 
mal, or precisely half of both simanim in a bird, the slaughter 
is not valid, in accordance with the mishna and the baraita 
cited in the Gemara on 28a (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot 
Shehita 1:10; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De'a 21:2). 


The majority of one siman in a bird or the majority of 
two simanim in an animal — mana3 Daw Ji qiya INK 1i: 
If one cuts the majority of one of the two simanim in a bird, 
or the majority of both of them in an animal, the slaughter 
is valid. Even if he cut only a hairbreadth more than half, the 
slaughter is valid, in accordance with the mishna and the 
explanation in the Gemara on 29a (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, 
Hilkhot Shehita 1:9-11; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 21:1). 


LANGUAGE 


Veins [veridin] — P: This word does not appear in the 
Bible, and rarely appears in rabbinic literature in reference 
to the blood vessels in the neck. The distinction between 
arteries, which carry the blood from the heart to the various 
organs, and veins, which carry the blood back to the heart, 
was not known in the talmudic era. Typically, the Gemara 
refers to the blood vessels as hutin or gidim. 


BACKGROUND 
Until he cuts the veins - pPI ny viny Ty: 


Cross section of the neck 
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HALAKHA 


Slaughter is from the neck — s7 pa mTw: 
The place of slaughter is at the throat of the ani- 
mal (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Shehita 1:5-7; 
Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh Dea 20:1). 
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Rav Kahana says: From where is it derived with regard to slaughter 
that it is performed from the neck?" It is derived from a verse, as it is 
stated: “And he shall slaughter [veshahat] the young bull before the 
Lord” (Leviticus 1:5), which is interpreted homiletically: From the 
place where the animal bends [shah], purify it [hattehu] through 
slaughter. The Gemara asks: From where does one ascertain that this 
term, hattehu, is an expression of purification? The Gemara answers: 
It is ascertained from a verse, as it is written: “And he shall purify 
[vehitte] the house” (Leviticus 14:52). And if you wish, say instead 
that it is ascertained from here: “Purge me [tehatte’eni] with hyssop 
and I will be pure” (Psalms 51:9). 


The Gemara challenges: And say that slaughter is from its tail, which 
is also a place in the animal's body that is bent. The Gemara responds: 
From the term: Bends [shah], one can conclude by inference that 
we require a part of the animal’s body that can stand erect and that 
bends; and this, the tail, is bent perpetually and is never erect. The 
Gemara challenges: And say that slaughter is from its ear, which is 
erect and bends. The Gemara explains: We require that slaughter be 
performed on a part of the animal’s body from which blood of the 
soul is spilled, and when one cuts the ear there is no blood of the 
soul spilled. 


The Gemara asks: And say that one rends the animal starting from 
the ear and continues until the blood of the soul is spilled. And 
furthermore, with regard to those actions that invalidate slaughter, 
i.e., interrupting the slaughter, pressing the knife, concealing the 
knife in the course of an inverted slaughter, diverting the knife from 
the place of slaughter, and ripping the simanim from their place before 
cutting them, from where do we derive them? Rather, these disquali- 
fications are learned through tradition, i.e., a halakha transmitted to 
Moses from Sinai. The requirement of slaughter from the neck is also 
learned through tradition, and has no biblical source. 


The Gemara asks: And if the halakha is derived through tradition, 
what halakha does the verse: “And you shall slaughter,’ come to 
teach? The Gemara answers: The verse serves to teach that one should 
not sever the head completely from the animal’s body and render it 
a broken animal. He cuts only the windpipe and the gullet, which are 
adjacent to the major blood vessels. 


Rav Yeimar says: From where is it derived that slaughter is performed 

from the neck? It is derived from a verse, as the verse states: “And you 

shall slaughter [vezavahta] of your herd and of your flock” (Deuter- 
onomy 12:21), which is interpreted homiletically: From the place 

where the blood flows [shezav], break it [hattehu], i.e., cut it. The 

Gemara asks: From where may it be inferred that this term, hattehu, 
is an expression of breaking? The Gemara answers: It is inferred 

from a verse, as it is written: “Neither fear nor be dismayed [tehat]” 
(Deuteronomy 1:21); ensure that your spirit will not be broken. 


The Gemara challenges: And say that an animal is slaughtered from 
its nose, from which mucus flows, as the verse did not mention blood. 
The Gemara responds: We require a fluid that flows by means of 
breaking, and this mucus flows on its own. The Gemara challenges: 
And say that an animal is slaughtered from its heart by means of 
stabbing. And furthermore, with regard to those actions that invali- 
date slaughter, i.e., interrupting, pressing the knife during slaughter, 
concealing the knife in the course of an inverted slaughter, diverting 
the knife from the place of slaughter, and ripping, from where do 
we derive them? Rather, these disqualifications are learned through 
tradition. The requirement of slaughter from the neck is also learned 
through tradition. 


The Gemara asks: And if the halakha is derived through tradition, 
what halakha does the phrase in the verse: “And you shall slaughter” 
come to teach? The Gemara answers: The phrase serves to teach that 
one should not sever the head completely from the animal’s body and 
render it a broken animal. He cuts only the windpipe and the gullet. 
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The school of Rabbi Yishmael taught: From where is it derived that 
slaughter is performed from the neck? It is derived from a verse, as it is 
stated: “And he shall slaughter [veshahat]” (Leviticus 1:5). Do not 
read it as: Veshahat; rather, read it as: Vesahat, which literally means: 
And he shall squeeze, which is interpreted homiletically: From the 
place where the animal speaks [sah], purify it [hattehu]. The animal's 
voice emanates from its throat; therefore, it is slaughtered from the neck. 


The Gemara objects: And say that slaughter is from its tongue. The 

Gemara explains: We require that slaughter be performed on a part of 
the animal’s body from which blood of the soul is spilled, and when 

one cuts the tongue there is no blood of the soul spilled. The Gemara 

objects: And say that one rends the animal starting from the tongue 

and continues until the blood of the soul is spilled. And furthermore, 
with regard to those actions that invalidate slaughter, i.e., interrupting, 
pressing the knife, concealing the knife, diverting the knife, and rip- 
ping, from where do we derive them? Rather, these disqualifications 

are learned through tradition. The requirement of slaughter from the 

neck is also learned through tradition. 


The Gemara asks: And if the halakha is derived through tradition, what 
halakha does the phrase in the verse: “And you shall slaughter,” come 
to teach? The Gemara answers: The phrase serves to teach that one 
should not sever the head completely from the animal’s body and 
render it a broken animal. He cuts only the windpipe and the gullet. 


And a tanna who recited mishnayot and baraitot in the study hall cites 
the source for the halakha that slaughter is performed from the neck 
from here: As it is taught in a baraita that Rabbi Hiyya says: From 
where is it derived with regard to slaughter that it is performed from 
the neck? It is derived from a verse, as it is stated: “And Aaron’s sons, 
the priests, shall arrange the pieces, the head, and the fat... upon the 
altar” (Leviticus 1:8). 


Rabbi Hiyya explains: As there is no need for the verse to state: “The 
head, and the fat.” What is the meaning when the verse states: “The 
head, and the fat”? Weren’t the head and the fat included in the cat- 
egory of all the pieces, mentioned earlier in the verse? For what pur- 
pose did they emerge from the category and warrant individual men- 
tion? This is due to the fact that it is stated: “And he shall flay the burnt 
offering, and cut it into its pieces” (Leviticus 1:6). One might have 
thought that I have derived that only the pieces that are included in 
the category of flaying must be arranged on the altar. From where is 
it derived to include the head, which was already partially severed 
when the animal was slaughtered, and is not flayed? It is derived from 
a verse, as the verse states: “With its head and its fat, and the priest 
shall arrange them” (Leviticus 1:12). 


The tanna concludes: From the fact that Rabbi Hiyya says: The head, 
which was already partially severed, one learns by inference that 
slaughter is from the neck, as the neck connects the head to the body. 


The Gemara questions the formulation of the baraita. And the tanna 

of the baraita opened with a question about the extraneous phrase 

written with regard to a bull burnt offering: “The head, and the fat” 
(Leviticus 1:8), and concludes with an explanation of the phrase writ- 
ten with regard to a sheep burnt offering: “Its head and its fat” (Leviti- 
cus 1:12). The Gemara answers that this is what the tanna is saying: 

From where is it derived to include the head, which was already 

partially severed? It is derived from a verse, as the verse states: “The 

head, and the fat” (Leviticus 1:8). 


The Gemara asks: And if so, why do I need the verse cited at the end 
of the baraita: “Its head and its fat”? The Gemara answers: The verse 
is necessary for that which is taught in a baraita: From where is it 
derived that the head and the fat precede all the other pieces" 
when the sacrificial portions are sacrificed on the altar? The verse 
states: “With its head and its fat, and the priest shall arrange them” 
(Leviticus 1:12). 


HALAKHA 


From where is it derived that the head and the 
fat precede all the other pieces - 1751 wr pan 
DANII bab patipw: When the priests carry the 
limbs of an offering to the altar, the first priest 
that carries limbs carries the head and one leg. 
He holds the head in his right hand, with its nose 
facing his arm and its horns between his fingers. 
The bottom of the head faces upward and is 
covered with the fat. The right leg is carried in 
the priest's left arm, with the side still covered 
in hide facing outward (Rambam Sefer Avoda, 
Hilkhot Ma‘aseh HaKorbanot 6:11). 


Procession of limbs of the daily burnt offering to the altar 
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HALAKHA 


He uses the fat to cover the place of slaughter - 
nonga ma by x737 ny ADIN: When dissecting 

a burnt offering, the priest places the fat on the 

head of the animal, over the place of the slaughter 

(Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh Hakorbanot 

6:5, 11). 


An animal imparts impurity by contact and by 
carrying - KWAN yaa MMA MaMa: The carcass 
of an animal is a primary source of ritual impurity. 
An olive-bulk of its meat renders people and most 
vessels ritually impure through contact, and it 
renders an earthenware vessel impure if it enters 
the vessel's airspace. It also renders impure the gar- 
ments of one who carries it (Rambam Sefer Tahara, 
Hilkhot Shear Avot HaTumot 1:1-2). 


A bird renders garments ritually impure when 
in the throat — mwhan aN DNI KAVN Jip: The 
unslaughtered carcass of a kosher bird imparts 
ritual impurity by Torah law. How so? It does not 
impart impurity by means of contact, nor by being 
carried, nor by being placed in one’s mouth. Rather, 
it imparts impurity only when it is in the throat. 
One who swallows an olive-bulk of an unslaugh- 
tered carcass of a kosher bird and comes into con- 
tact with vessels while it is in his throat renders 
those vessels impure. He does not render people 
or earthenware vessels impure. After swallowing 
the meat he no longer imparts impurity (Rambam 
Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Shear Avot HaTumot 3:1). 
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The Gemara asks: And why do I need the first mention of fat that 

the Merciful One writes: “The pieces, the head, and the fat” (Leviti- 
cus 1:8)? Wasn't the derivation from that verse restricted to the head? 

The Gemara answers that it is necessary for that which is taught in 

a baraita: How does the priest who elevates the sacrificial portions 

of the animal to the altar perform that task? He uses the fat to cover 
the place of slaughter," i.e., to conceal the bloody neck, and elevates 

the head to the top of the altar, and that is a deferential manner 
toward the Most High. 


And this tanna cites proof that slaughter is from the neck from here: 
As it is taught in a baraita that the Torah writes with regard to the 
impurity of carcasses: “This is the law of the animal, and of the bird” 
(Leviticus 11:46), indicating that the two are somehow equated. But 
with regard to what law is an animal equal to a bird and a bird to 
an animal? The halakhot of ritual impurity governing animals and 
birds are not comparable; an animal imparts impurity by contact 
and by carrying," whereas a bird does not impart impurity by 
contact or by carrying. Furthermore, a bird renders the garments 
of one who swallows it ritually impure when it is in the throat;" an 
animal does not render one’s garments impure when it is in the 
throat. 


The baraita continues: With regard to what law is an animal equal 
to a bird and a bird to an animal? The verse comes to say to you: 
Just as an animal avoids the impurity of being an unslaughtered 
carcass through slaughter, so too, a bird avoids the impurity of being 
an unslaughtered carcass through slaughter. The Gemara objects: If 
so, say, based on the same juxtaposition: Just as there, in the case of 
an animal, it avoids the impurity through the cutting of the majority 
of two simanim, i.e., the windpipe and the gullet, so too here, in the 
case of a bird, it avoids the impurity through the cutting of the 
majority of two simanim. The Gemara explains that the verse states: 


“This is the law,” to restrict the scope of the juxtaposition in the sense 


that not all of the halakhot of birds and animals are equal. 


The baraita continues. Rabbi Eliezer says: With regard to what law 
is an animal equal to a bird and a bird to an animal? The verse 
comes to say to you: Just as in the case of a bird, its fitness for sac- 
rifice and for consumption is accomplished through pinching and 
slaughter from the neck, as the Torah states with regard to bird 
offerings that one pinches off its head from the neck, so too, in the 
case of an animal, its fitness for sacrifice and for consumption is 
accomplished through slaughter from the neck. 


The Gemara objects: If so, say, based on the same juxtaposition: Just 
as there, in the case of a bird, the pinching is performed adjacent to 
the nape of the neck, so too here, with regard to an animal, the 
slaughter is performed adjacent to the nape of the neck and not from 
the throat. The Gemara explains that therefore, the verse states with 
regard to a bird: “And pinch off its head adjacent to its nape, but 
shall not divide it asunder” (Leviticus 5:8), from which it is derived: 
Its head, i.e., the bird’s head, is pinched adjacent to the nape, but the 
head of another, the animal, is not cut adjacent to the nape. 


The Gemara asks: And according to Rabbi Eliezer, what does he do 
with this term: “This is the law,’ from which the first tanna restricted 
the scope of the juxtaposition between animals and birds? The 
Gemara answers: If not for the derivation from the term “This is the 
law,” I would say: Just as the fitness of a bird is accomplished by 
cutting one of the simanim that must be severed in ritual slaughter, 
i.e., either the windpipe or the gullet, so too, the fitness of an animal 
is accomplished by cutting one siman. Therefore, the Merciful One 
writes: “This is the law,’ to restrict the juxtaposition. 
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Q The Gemara proceeds to discuss the source for the slaughter 
of non-sacred birds. Bar Kappara teaches that the verse states: 
“This is the law of the animal, and of the bird, and of every living 
creature that moves in the waters, and of every creature that 
swarms upon the earth” (Leviticus 11:46). The verse situated the 
bird between the animal and the fish. To require the cutting of 
the two simanim that must be severed in ritual slaughter, i.e., the 
windpipe and the gullet, for the slaughter of a bird, is impossible, 
as it was already juxtaposed to fish, which do not require 
slaughter at all. To exempt it with nothing, i.e., to exempt the 
bird from slaughter altogether, is impossible, as it was already 
juxtaposed to the animal. How, then, is fitness of a bird for 
consumption accomplished? It is rendered fit with the cutting 

of one siman. 


The Gemara asks: From where do we derive that fish are not 
subject to slaughter? If we say that it is because it is written: “If 
flocks and herds be slaughtered for them...or if all the fish of 
the sea be gathered together for them, will they suffice them” 
(Numbers 11:22), which indicates that mere gathering suffices 


for them," that is not a proof. 


The Gemara clarifies: But if that is so, with regard to quail as 
well, concerning which it is written: “And the people rose up... 
and gathered the quail” (Numbers 11:32), so too, would one say 
with regard to birds that, like fish, their fitness is not accom- 
plished with slaughter? The Gemara responds with a question. 
But didn’t you say: To exempt birds from slaughter altogether 
with nothing is impossible, as it was already juxtaposed to the 
animal? The Gemara answers: There, gathering of quail is not 
written in the context of the slaughter of others; therefore, 
gathering is not to be understood as an alternative to slaughtering 
the birds. Here, gathering of fish is written in the context of the 
slaughter of others, i.e., the flocks and herds, which indicates 
that gathering is an alternative to slaughter. 


The Gemara relates that a passerby from the Galilee taught: 
Fitness for consumption of animals, which were created from 
the dry land, is accomplished through cutting two simanim, the 
gullet and the windpipe. Fitness for consumption of fish, which 
were created from the water, is accomplished with nothing, 
as no slaughter is required. Fitness for consumption of birds, 
which were created from mud [harekak],' a combination of dry 
land and water, is accomplished through cutting one siman. Rav 
Shmuel of Cappadocia® says: Know that birds were created 
from a combination of dry land and water, as they have scales 
on their feet like fish. 


The Gemara relates an excerpt ofan exchange between a Roman 
government official and Rabban Yohanan ben Zakkai. And fur- 
thermore, the official asked Rabban Yohanan ben Zakkai: One 
verse states: “And God said: Let the waters swarm with 
swarms of living creeping animals, and birds will fly” (Genesis 
1:20); apparently birds were created from the water. And it is 
written: “And from the ground the Lord God formed every 
beast of the field, and every bird of the air and brought them 
unto the man to see what he would call them” (Genesis 2:19); 
apparently birds were created from the land. 


Mere gathering suffices for them — anh 3D xgwa nypa: From 
the formulation of Rambam and that of Rav Se’ adya Gaon it appears 
that the act of gathering renders permitted consumption of fish 
and grasshoppers just as the act of slaughter renders permitted 
the consumption of animals and birds. Nevertheless, Rav Se'adya 
Gaon writes that it is prohibited to eat fish found dead in the water. 
This indicates that he takes the parallel a step further and says that 


NOTES 
just as slaughter renders permitted the consumption of an animal 
or a bird only if it was alive beforehand, so too, gathering renders 
permitted the consumption of a fish only if it was alive before it 
was removed from the water. By contrast, the Rambam rules that 
it is permitted to eat fish gathered from the water even if they 
were dead beforehand, and that is the ruling given explicitly in the 
Tosefta (Terumot 9:6) as well. 


HALAKHA 

Mere gathering suffices for them — xabya mDDNA 
any 33D: Fish and grasshoppers do not require slaugh- 
ter. It is permitted to eat them once they are dead, or 
to sever one of their limbs and eat it. Nevertheless, 
it is prohibited to eat these creatures while they are 
alive, due to the prohibition of (Leviticus 11:43): “You 
shall not make yourselves detestable” (Rambam Sefer 
Kedusha, Hilkhot Shehita 1:3; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh 
De‘a 13:1, and in the comment of Rema). 


LANGUAGE 
Mud [rekak] — pp: This term is employed in the 
Mishna and other places to mean a small pool of 
water, or large puddle, created by the collection of 
rainwater. This is the source of the modern Hebrew 
colloquial expression: Degei rakak, meaning small 
fish, in the sense of an inconsequential person. 


BACKGROUND 


Cappadocia - ngpvisp: This Sage came from the 
Cappadocia region in Asia Minor. There was a Jewish 
community there that dated back to the Second 
Temple period. 


Location of Cappadocia 
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NOTES 


Slaughter of a bird is not obligatory by Torah 
law — minn p qiyh meemw p: The Ramban 
writes that even according to this opinion, 
one must slaughter a bird by cutting its neck. 
The meaning of this statement is that those 
actions that invalidate slaughter, i.e., interrupt- 
ing, pressing, concealing, diverting, and ripping, 
do not invalidate the slaughter of a bird (see 

eiri). Nevertheless, even the one who holds 
hat slaughter of a bird is not obligatory by 
Torah law agrees that it is obligatory by rabbinic 
aw. There is no one who holds that a bird does 
not require slaughter at all. 
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Rabban Yohanan ben Zakkai said to him: They were created from 
the mud. He saw his students looking at each other, wondering. 
He said to them: Does it trouble you that I dismissed my enemy 
with a flimsy pretext? Actually, it is from water that birds were 
created. And why does the verse state that they were formed from 
the ground and that God brought them to Adam? In other words, 
why are they mentioned in the second verse? It is not because they 
were actually formed from the ground, but only because they were 
brought to Adam so that he would call them names. 


And some say that Rabban Yohanan ben Zakkai spoke to that 
officer with a different formulation, i.e., he said to him that the 
birds were created from the water. And he stated the first formula- 
tion, that the birds were created from the mud, to his students, 
because it is written: “And from the ground the Lord God formed 
every beast of the field, and every bird of the air” (Genesis 2:19). 
According to this explanation, the birds are mentioned there not 
only because Adam called them names, but also because they too 
were created from the ground. 


On the matter of slaughtering birds, Rav Yehuda says in the name 

of Rabbi Yitzhak ben Pinehas: Slaughter of a bird is not obliga- 
tory by Torah law," as it is stated: “And whatever man there be of 
the children of Israel... who traps any undomesticated animal or 

bird that may be eaten, he shall spill its blood, and cover it in earth” 
(Leviticus 17:13). This indicates that mere spilling of its blood 

is sufficient. 


The Gemara objects: If so, with regard to an undomesticated 
animal, which is mentioned in the same verse, spilling should be 
sufficient also. The Gemara explains: An undomesticated animal 
is juxtaposed to disqualified consecrated animals, for which 
slaughter is required, as explained later in the Gemara (28a). The 
Gemara asks: Birds too are juxtaposed to animals, and therefore 
slaughter should be required, as it is written: “This is the law 
of the animal, and of the bird” (Leviticus 11:46). The Gemara 
answers: But isn’t it written: “He shall spill its blood,” indicating 
that slaughter is not required? 


The Gemara asks: And concerning the derivation that slaughter is 

not required, based on the phrase in the verse “He shall spill,” what 

did you see that led you to cast it upon, i.e., apply it to, the case of 
a bird? Why not cast it upon the case of an undomesticated 

animal? The Gemara answers: It stands to reason to cast the deri- 
vation upon the case of a bird due to the fact that the verse con- 
cluded with the bird, i.e., the bird is mentioned just prior to the 

directive to spill and cover the blood, as it is written: “Who traps 

any undomesticated animal or bird that may be eaten, he shall spill 

its blood.” 


The Gemara provides a mnemonic for the proofs cited in the 
Gemara with regard to the slaughter of birds: Became a carcass, 
blood, through pinching. 


The Gemara raises an objection to the statement of Rabbi Yitzhak 
ben Pinehas from a mishna (85a): One who slaughters an undo- 
mesticated animal and it became an unslaughtered carcass by his 

hand because the slaughter was not valid, or one who stabbed the 

animal by slicing the length of the simanim, or one who ripped the 

gullet or windpipe of the animal, rendering the slaughter not valid, 
is exempt from covering the blood because his slaughter was 

ineffective in permitting consumption of the animal, and it is writ- 
ten that the requirement of covering the blood applies only to “any 
undomesticated animal or bird that may be eaten.” And if you say 

that slaughter of a bird is not obligatory by Torah law, the hal- 
akhic status ofits stabbing is like that ofits slaughter; let its blood 

require covering. The Gemara answers: Do you maintain that this 

mishna is referring to a bird? No, it is referring exclusively to an 

undomesticated animal. 
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The Gemara cites another challenge: Come and hear that which is 
taught in a baraita: One who slaughters an undomesticated animal 
or a bird and requires the blood and not the animal is obligated 
to cover the blood. Rather, how does he act ifhe seeks to make use 
of the blood rather than cover it? He either stabs the animal or rips 
the simanim, and then he is exempt from covering the blood. 


What, is it not referring to a bird, as he requires its blood to 
remove a moth’ from his garments? If so, apparently birds require 
slaughter by Torah law, as, if that were not the case, then even if a 
bird were stabbed, covering of the blood would be required. The 
Gemara rejects that proof: No, the baraita is referring to an undo- 
mesticated animal, as he requires its blood to use as a red dye 
[lelakka]' Therefore, no proof may be cited from this baraita that 
birds require slaughter by Torah law. 


The Gemara cites proof from a mishna (Zevahim 68a): Come and 
hear: If one cut the nape of the neck ofa sacrificial bird with a knife 
instead of pinching it with his fingernail, this bird carcass renders 
the garments of one who eats the bird ritually impure when the 
meat is in his throat. The Gemara explains the proof: And if you 
say that slaughter of a bird is not obligatory by Torah law, then 
although when cutting the bird from the nape, he breaks the spine 
and the neck bone with the knife before severing the gullet and 
windpipe, and it indeed becomes a tereifa and may not be eaten, 
cutting the simanim with the knife should be effective to purify it, 
i.e., to prevent it from assuming the status of an unslaughtered 
carcass." The fact that the garments of one who swallows the meat 
of the bird become ritually impure indicates that slaughter is the 
only method effective in permitting the consumption of a bird and 
for preventing it from assuming the status of an unslaughtered 
carcass. 


The Gemara rejects that proof: Although it is clear from that mishna 
that slaughter of birds is obligatory by Torah law, Rabbi Yitzhak ben 
Pinehas states his opinion in accordance with the opinion of that 
tanna who holds that it is not obligatory by Torah law, as itis taught 
in a baraita that Rabbi Elazar HaKappar, the distinguished Sage, 
says: What is the meaning when the verse states: “However, as 
the gazelle and as the deer is eaten, so shall you eat of it” (Deuter- 
onomy 12:22)? And what now have we derived from the gazelle 
and the deer with regard to disqualified consecrated animals? 


These two undomesticated animals come in the verse to teach a 
halakha with regard to disqualified consecrated animals, and it is 
found that a halakha is derived from the case of disqualified con- 
secrated animals in their regard. The Torah juxtaposes a gazelle 
and a deer to disqualified consecrated animals to teach: Just as 
disqualified consecrated animals are rendered fit for consumption 
through slaughter, so too, a gazelle and a deer are rendered fit for 
consumption only through slaughter. But for a bird, slaughter 
is not obligatory by Torah law; rather, the obligation is by 
rabbinic law. 


BACKGROUND 
Moth — %3%: Based on the Gemara later (85b), the refer- 
ence is to a worm or other pest that destroys flax and linen. 
People would use the blood of a bird to drive the pests 
away or to kill them. Rashi explains that the reference is 
to a moth that eats and damages garments. 


LANGUAGE 


Dye [lakka] - xab: This word apparently derives from 
the Middle Persian lāk and refers to a red dye in which 
blood is used either as the coloring agent or to enhance 
the color. This is also the source of the word lac in the 
English language. 


NOTES 


The knife should be effective to purify it from assuming 
the status of an unslaughtered carcass — p39 ab aa 
maa ma mre): A tereifa is an animal or bird that was 
inj jured or ill and although currently alive, it is destined to 
die in the near future from that injury or illness. When one 
cuts the neck of the bird from the nape with a knife, the 
neck bone is broken and the spinal cord is severed, render- 
ing it a tereifa. Ritually slaughtering the tereifa before it dies 
prevents it from assuming the status of an unslaughtered 
carcass and from becoming impure after its death. This 
applies to both a non-sacred bird, when it is slaughtered, 
and to a sacrificial bird, when it is pinched at the nape 
of the neck (Zevahim 69a). If there were no obligation 
to slaughter a bird by Torah law, cutting it from the nape 
with a knife would suffice to prevent it from assuming the 
impurity of an unslaughtered carcass. 
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NOTES 


One, the special one — 1m3 Tx: This refers to the gullet, 
upon which the life of the bird is dependent. Even a small 
perforation in the gullet renders an animal a tereifa. By 
contrast, a majority of the windpipe must be deficient in 
order for a bird to be rendered a tereifa (Rashi). 
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The Gemara asks: Who is the tanna who disagrees with Rabbi 
Elazar HaKappar and holds that the slaughter of a bird is obliga- 
tory by Torah law? It is Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi, as it is taught in 
a baraita: Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi says: The Torah states: “And you 
shall slaughter of your herd and of your flock, which the Lord 
has given you, as I have commanded you” (Deuteronomy 12:21). 
This verse teaches that Moses was previously commanded about 
the halakhot of slaughter, even though they are not written explic- 
itly in the Torah. He was commanded about cutting the gullet 
and about cutting the windpipe, and about the requirement to 
cut the majority of one siman for a bird, and the majority of two 
simanim for an animal. 


§ The mishna teaches that in the case of one who cuts one siman 
in a bird, his slaughter is valid. It was stated that there is an amo- 
raic dispute with regard to this matter. Rav Nahman said: One 
may cut either the gullet or the windpipe." Rav Adda bar Ahava 
said: One must cut the gullet for the slaughter to be valid, but 
cutting the windpipe is not sufficient. The Gemara explains the 
formulation of the mishna according to the opinion of each amora. 
Rav Nahman said: One may cut either the gullet or the wind- 
pipe. One siman is taught in the mishna, meaning that the slaugh- 
ter is valid if he severs one, indicating that either siman is valid. 
Rav Adda bar Ahava said: One must cut the gullet for the slaugh- 
ter to be valid, but cutting the windpipe is not sufficient. What 
is the meaning of: One, in the mishna? It means the special one," 
the gullet. 


The Gemara provides a mnemonic for the proofs to be cited by 
the Gemara: Slaughter, halves, windpipe, deficiency, of a bird 
sin offering. 


The Gemara raises an objection to the opinion of Rav Nahman 
from a baraita: If one cut the bird’s gullet and thereafter the 
windpipe was displaced," the slaughter is valid. If the windpipe 
was displaced and thereafter he cut the gullet, the slaughter is 
not valid. With regard to a case where one cut the gullet and the 
windpipe was found displaced and he does not know if it was 
displaced prior to the slaughter or if it was displaced after the 
slaughter, that was an incident that transpired, and the Sages 
said: In any case of uncertainty with regard to slaughter, the 
slaughter is not valid. The baraita mentions only the case of cut- 
ting the gullet, while cutting the windpipe is not taught. The 
baraita supports the opinion of Rav Adda bar Ahava and is 
contrary to the opinion of Rav Nahman. 


The Gemara rejects that proof: The baraita mentions only the 
cutting of the gullet and displacement of the windpipe not 
because slaughter may be performed only by cutting the gullet. 
Rather, those scenarios were mentioned because the windpipe, 
unlike the gullet, is likely to be displaced. 


Either the gullet or the windpipe — 737? ix bw ix: Although 
ideally one must cut both the windpipe and the gullet when 
slaughtering a bird or an animal, if one severed the majority of 
one siman ina bird, his slaughter is valid, in accordance with the 
opinion of Rav Nahman (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Shehita 


1:9; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De'a 21:1). 


If one cut the bird’s gullet and thereafter the windpipe was 
displaced — Ma aa TAWI JD INN DWNT NY pnw: If one cut one 


HALAKHA 


was displaced, the slaughter is valid. If one siman was displaced 
and then he cut the other, the slaughter is not valid. If he cut one 
of the simanim and found the second displaced but is uncertain 
whether it was displaced before or after he cut the first siman, 
the slaughter is not valid, in accordance with the baraita and the 
opinion of Rav Nahman. The custom is to invalidate any slaughter 
in which one of the simanim is displaced (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, 
Hilkhot Shehita 3:14-15; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De'a 24:15, 17 and in 
the comment of Rema, and see Beur HaGra there). 


siman, or a majority thereof, in a bird, and then the other siman 
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The Gemara suggests: Come and hear a proof contrary to the opinion 
of Rav Nahman from a baraita. If one cut two halves, one half of each 
of the simanim, in a bird, the slaughter is not valid," as the require- 
ment is that a majority of one siman is cut; and needless to say the 
slaughter performed in that manner is not valid in the case of an 
animal, where the requirement is that a majority of both simanim are 
cut. Rabbi Yehuda says: In a bird the slaughter is not valid until he 
cuts the gullet and the veins; the veins must be cut so that the blood 
will drain from the body. The fact that Rabbi Yehuda mentions cut- 
ting only the gullet and not the windpipe indicates that slaughter is 
valid only when the gullet is cut. The Gemara rejects that proof: 
Rabbi Yehuda mentions only the gullet because the gullet is 
adjacent to the veins. 


The Gemara suggests: Come and hear proof in support of the opin- 
ion of Rav Nahman from a baraita. If one cut half the windpipe and 
interrupted the slaughter for an interval equivalent to the duration 
of the slaughter of another animal, and then completed his 
slaughter," the slaughter is valid" and it is not invalidated due to an 
interrupted slaughter. What, is the baraita not referring to the slaugh- 
ter of a bird? And what does the term: Completed it, mean in the 
baraita? Doesn't it mean that he completed cutting the windpipe, 
which he had started cutting, indicating that with the cutting of the 
windpipe the slaughter is valid, in accordance with the opinion of 
Rav Nahman as opposed to the opinion of Rav Adda bar Ahava? 
The Gemara rejects that proof: No, the baraita is referring to slaughter 
of an animal, for which both simanim must be cut. And what does 
the term: Completed it, mean in the baraita? It means that he 
completed the entire slaughter. 


The Gemara suggests: Come and hear proof in support of the opin- 
ion of Rav Nahman from a baraita: In a case where half of the wind- 
pipe was deficient, i.e., somewhat cut, prior to the slaughter and the 
slaughterer added to that deficiency an incision of any size," and 
completed it, his slaughter is valid. What, is it not referring to the 
slaughter of a bird? And what does the term: Completed it, mean 
in the baraita? Doesn't it mean that he completed cutting the major- 
ity of the windpipe, indicating that cutting the windpipe renders the 
bird fit for consumption? The Gemara rejects that proof: No, the 
baraita is referring to slaughter of an animal, for which both simanim 
must be cut. And what does the term: Completed it, mean in the 
baraita? It means that he completed the entire slaughter by cutting 
the gullet. 


The Gemara suggests: Come and hear proof in support of the opin- 
ion of Rav Nahman from a baraita: How does one pinch the nape 
of the neck of a bird sin offering? Using his thumbnail, the priest 
cuts the spine and the neck bone, without cutting through the 
majority of the surrounding flesh until he reaches either the gullet 
or the windpipe. Once he reaches the gullet or the windpipe, he 
cuts one siman with his nail and a majority of the surrounding flesh 
with it. And in the case of a bird burnt offering, he cuts the two 
simanim or the majority of the two simanim. The Gemara concludes: 
The refutation of the opinion of Rav Adda bar Ahava from this 
baraita is indeed a conclusive refutation. 


HALAKHA 


If one cut two halves of the simanim in a bird the slaughter is 
not valid — maps AYA PAYD NM IW DM: If one cuts precisely 
half of each of the simanim in a bird, the slaughter is not valid, in 
accordance with the baraita (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Shehita 
1:11; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 21:2). 


If one cut half the windpipe and interrupted the slaughter for an 
interval equivalent to the slaughter of another and completed 
his slaughter — inpynw 12A TINS TOTA TD ATW Ns YN DNV: 
According to the Rambam and the Shulhan Arukh, if one cut half or 
less than half of the windpipe and then interrupted the slaughter for 


an extended period, he may complete the slaughter, and the slaugh- 


ter is valid. This applies to the slaughter of both birds and animals. 


The Rema writes that the custom is to invalidate the slaughter in 
that case, due to the concern that perhaps the gullet was perforated 
before the interruption. This is the custom everywhere (Rambam 
Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Shehita 3:5-7; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De'a 23:5-6 
and Kaf HaHayyim on 23:13). 


Half of the windpipe was deficient and he added to that an 
incision of any size - xing ba voy spiny ona AIP ¥M: If half of the 
windpipe was deficient, and one adds an incision ofany size so that 
a majority of the windpipe is deficient, and he is certain that the 
gullet had not been not perforated, the slaughter is valid (Rambam 
Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Shehita 1:11; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh Dea 21:5). 


NOTES 


And interrupted the slaughter for an interval 
equivalent to the slaughter of another and 


completed his slaughter, it 


is valid — 93 770) 


TW inmo waa Mans mog: This interruption 


does not invalidate the slaug 


nter, because just as 


an animal is not rendered a tereifa until more than 


half the windpipe is deficient, 
the windpipe is cut, the slaug 


so too, if only half of 
hter did not actually 


begin; it begins only when one cuts more than 


half. By the same token, if ha 


f the windpipe was 


deficient and one continued that deficiency by 


adding an incision of any size, 


he slaughter is valid, 


as stated in the baraita cited later in the Gemara. 
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BACKGROUND 

Duck — Xt 33: Literally meaning son of a goose, the 
reference is to ducks, the smaller members of the family 
of waterfowl Anatidae, which includes ducks, geese, 
and swans. Ducks eat a variety of foods, including grass, 
grain, aquatic plants, fish, insects, small amphibians, 
worms, and small mollusks. They can be found in both 
freshwater and seawater. 


Perek II 
Daf28 Amudb 


HALAKHA 


The gullet has no possible examination from without 
but only from within - x)x¢ yanan npa prs own 
0932: There is no way to conduct an effective external 
examination of the gullet. This is in accordance with 
the statement of Rabba and the explanation of Rashi 
(Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Shehita 3:22; Shulhan 
Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 33:6-7). 


Let us examine the windpipe - map PPTA: If a bird's 
neck is bloodied, one need not be concerned that per- 
haps the bird was mauled. Therefore, he is not required 
to inspect the bird's entire body. Yet there is concern 
that perhaps one of the simanim in the neck was per- 
forated. Therefore, one must examine the bloodied 
area. In a bird, whose slaughter requires the cutting 
of one siman, one performs an external examination 
of the windpipe. After determining that the windpipe 
is intact, one cuts it, thereby slaughtering the bird. At 
that point, he performs an internal examination of the 
gullet, in accordance with the statement of Rav Yosef, 
son of Rava. By contrast, there is no way to perform an 
effective examination of an animal, whose slaughter 
requires the cutting of both simanim. The Rema writes 
that the custom is to consider the slaughter of any bird 
or animal whose neck is covered in blood to be unfit, 
due to the concern that perhaps its gullet was perfo- 
rated, as today people are not expert in its examination 
(Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Shehita 3:8; Shulhan 
Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 33:6, 8, 23:6). 
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The Gemara asks: What halakhic conclusion was reached about 
the matter? The Gemara asks in response: What halakhic conclu- 
sion was reached about the matter? It is as you said, that the 
opinion of Rav Adda bar Ahava was conclusively refuted. The 
Gemara says that there is not absolute proof from the baraita, as 
perhaps it is different there with regard to pinching, as in that 
case there is the spine and the neck bone that are cut initially, 
and therefore cutting the windpipe is sufficient. But in the case of 
slaughter of a non-sacred bird, perhaps only if one cuts the gullet 
the slaughter is valid. 


The Gemara asks: What then is the halakha in the case of slaughter? 
The Gemara answers: Come and hear proof from the following 
incident, that there was a certain duck® that was in the house of 
Rava, which came for slaughter with its neck filthy with blood 
and they did not know whether the blood was the result of its 
windpipe having been severed or its gullet having been perforated, 
in which cases the duck is a tereifa. Rava said: What should we do 
with regard to this duck? 


If one suggests: Let us slaughter it and then we will examine it 
to determine whether its windpipe was severed or its gullet was 
perforated, that is difficult, because perhaps the slaughterer will 
slaughter the duck precisely in the place of the perforation and 
it will be impossible to determine whether the gullet was perfo- 
rated before the slaughter. If one suggests: Let us slice open the 
hide and examine the simanim and then we will slaughter it, that 
is difficult, because didn’t Rabba say: The gullet has no possible 
examination from without, as its outer side is red, and a small 
perforation would be indiscernible, but only from within," as its 
inner side is white, and blood at the site of the perforation would 
be discerned? 


Rav Yosef, son of Rava, said to him: Let us examine the 
windpipe," as it is possible to discern from without whether the 
majority of the windpipe was severed, and then cut the duck’s 
windpipe and thereby render it permitted, as cutting either of the 
two simanim suffices in a bird. And then let us turn the gullet 
inside out and examine its inner side to determine whether it was 
perforated and the duck is a tereifa. Rava said: My son Yosef is as 
wise in the halakhot of tereifot as Rabbi Yohanan." Apparently, 
one siman, which is taught in the mishna as being sufficient in the 
slaughter of a bird, means either this siman, the gullet, or that 
siman, the windpipe. 


§ The mishna states: Rabbi Yehuda says: The slaughter is not valid 
until he cuts the veins in the neck. Rav Hisda said: Rav Yehuda 
said that one must cut the veins only in the slaughter of a bird, as 
one typically roasts it in its entirety as one whole entity; therefore, 
one must cut the veins to ensure that the blood drains. But with 
regard to the slaughter of an animal, since it is typically quartered 
into limbs, resulting in the blood draining more readily, one need 
not cut the veins. 


NOTES 


My son Yosef is as wise in tereifot as Rabbi Yohanan — 4>¥ oan 
pgina Md yw Ia: Later in the Gemara (95b) Rabbi Yohanan is 
described as an expert in the halakhot of tereifot, as indicated by 


with written questions relating to uncertainties in the area of 
tereifot. Others explain that Rava was referring to Rabbi Yohanan’s 
great wisdom in a general sense (Rashi). 


the fact that Shmuel sent Rabbi Yohanan thirteen camels laden 
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The Gemara asks: Is that to say that the reason that Rabbi Yehuda 
requires cutting of the veins is due to the need to drain the blood? 
But didn’t we learn in the mishna: Rabbi Yehuda says: The slaughter 
is not valid until he cuts [sheyishhot] the veins, indicating that the 
cutting of the veins is a component of the slaughter [shehita]? 


The Gemara answers: Say that Rabbi Yehuda’s statement is until he 
punctures the veins." And what is the meaning of: Until he cuts? 
Until he punctures the veins at the moment of slaughter, when the 
blood flows. 


The Gemara suggests: Come and hear proof rejecting this interpreta- 
tion of Rabbi Yehuda’s statement from a baraita: The veins through 
slaughter, this is the statement of Rabbi Yehuda, which indicates 
that the cutting of the veins is a component of slaughter. The Gemara 
rejects that proof: Say that the correct reading of the baraita is: He 
must puncture the veins at the moment of slaughter; this is the 
statement of Rabbi Yehuda. 


The Gemara suggests: Come and hear another proof from a baraita: 
The Rabbis said to Rabbi Yehuda: Since veins were mentioned only 
to drain blood from them, what difference is there to me whether 
one cuts them as a component of slaughter, and what difference is 
there to me whether one cuts them not as a component of slaughter? 
One can learn by inference from this baraita that Rabbi Yehuda 
holds that one cuts the veins as a component of slaughter. 


The Gemara rejects this proof. This is what the Rabbis are saying to 
Rabbi Yehuda: What difference is there to me whether one punc- 
tures them at the moment of slaughter, and what difference is there 
to me whether one punctures them not at the moment of slaughter? 
One can puncture the veins after the slaughter. And Rabbi Yehuda 
holds that at the time of slaughter the blood emerges from the 
body quickly because the blood is warm; when it is not at the time 
of slaughter, the blood does not emerge from the body quickly 
because it is cool. 


Rabbi Yirmeya raises a dilemma: In cutting the veins according to 
Rabbi Yehuda, if one interrupted the act in the midst of cutting 
them, or if he pressed the knife and cut them instead of drawing 
the knife back and forth, what is the halakha? Do these actions, 
which invalidate slaughter when cutting the simanim, also invalidate 
slaughter when performed in the cutting of the veins? 


A certain elder said to him: This is what Rabbi Elazar said; and 
some say that a certain elder said to Rabbi Elazar that this is what 
Rabbi Yohanan said: He punctures the veins with a thorn and their 
cutting is valid. Cutting the veins is not a component of the slaughter. 


The Gemara notes that it is taught in a baraita in accordance with 
the opinion of Rav Hisda that Rabbi Yehuda requires cutting of the 
veins only in the slaughter of birds, and not in the slaughter of ani- 
mals. If one cut two halves, one half of each of the simanim, in a 
bird," the slaughter is not valid, and needless to say the slaughter 
performed in that manner is not valid in the case ofan animal. Rabbi 
Yehuda says: In a bird the slaughter is not valid until he cuts the 
gullet and the veins. 


HALAKHA 


Until he punctures the veins - ppa ny Apyw ty: In order to drain 
the blood, one must cut the blood vessels in the neck during the 
slaughter, or perforate them immediately after the slaughter while 
the bird is convulsing and the blood is still warm, so that the blood 
does not cool inside the bird. The blood that remains in the bird after 
cools spreads to the flesh surrounding the blood vessels and does 
not emerge when one salts the meat; it emerges only when roasting 
occurs. If the bird is whole and the blood vessels were not perforated 
during the slaughter or immediately thereafter, it is prohibited to eat it 
it was merely roasted. In that case, it may be eaten only after dissec- 
tion and roasting, in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda, as 
the Gemara discusses his opinion. Furthermore, Rabbi Yehoshua ben 


Levi advises his sons (Berakhot 8b): Be careful with the jugular veins, in 
accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda (gra). The Rema writes 
hat if the head was removed, the bird is no longer considered whole, 
and the problem of the blood remaining in the veins is resolved. That 
is the reason for the custom to remove the head from a whole chicken 
Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De'a 22:1). 


f one cut two halves of the simanim in a bird - pad gsm IW vnw 
qiya: If one severed precisely half of each of the two simanim in an 
animal or a bird, the slaughter is not valid, in accordance with the 
mishna and the baraita cited in the Gemara on 28a (Rambam Sefer 
Kedusha, Hilkhot Shehita 110-11; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 21:2). 


1913P: HULLIN: PEREKII:28B 145 


ublisher 


146 


This file may not be reproduced or distributed in any form without express permission from the publisher 


HULLIN : PEREK II : 28B «037319 


TAX TITAAN .’13) "iva TTX OST” 
‘Was Kid 31 a> asma by asma 


37 - a3 nya by nypa AY 1 
WEA xb wind Kam > wax 
ayn by AYN Ws MID I7.KBN 


miD KAT K 27-12 APN 
xn DIN 


(RD TI NPOP I 1RD) 


-TATAD I TN Nya NS T 
by ayn mya ox Da ingone 
w> tay x7 203 KAK BI TT 


saya ome xb Kaba para lain 
x 


ow) ipo yaw KI NYU IVAN 
TWO NU 97 ROW DPW — pw IM 
soxny) 


NAY Tiny - oxaxd WY XI 
K7 Dt ean XD NDT by apyine 
IKIN MDM 


§ The mishna teaches: If one cut half of one siman ina bird or one 
and a half simanim in an animal, his slaughter is not valid. It was 
stated that there is an amoraic dispute. Rav said: The halakhic status 
of a siman of which precisely half was cut and half remained uncut 
is like that of a siman of which the majority was cut. Rav Kahana 
said: The halakhic status of a siman of which precisely half was cut 
and half remained uncut is not like that of a siman of which the 
majority" was cut. 


The Gemara elaborates. Rav said: The halakhic status of a siman of 
which precisely half was cut and half remained uncut is like that of 
a siman of which the majority was cut, and this is what the Merciful 
One said to Moses: Do not leave the majority uncut. When cutting 
precisely half, the majority does not remain uncut. Rav Kahana 
said: The halakhic status of a siman of which precisely half was cut 
and half remained uncut is not like that of a siman of which the 
majority was cut, and this is what the Merciful One said to Moses: 
Cut the majority of the siman. Therefore, cutting precisely half is 
insufficient. 


The Gemara provides a mnemonic for the proofs that it cites with 
regard to this dispute: Half, Ketina, windpipe, deficiency. 


We learned in the mishna: If one cut half of one siman in a bird or 
one anda half simanim in an animal, his slaughter is not valid. The 
Gemara questions the opinion of Rav: If you say that the halakhic 
status of a siman of which precisely half was cut and half remained 
uncut is like that of a siman of which the majority was cut, why is 
his slaughter not valid? By cutting half, didn’t he perform the cut- 
ting of a majority of the siman? The Gemara rejects that proof: By 
rabbinic law, the slaughter is not valid, due to the concern that 
perhaps he will not come to perform cutting on even half of 
the siman. 


Rav Ketina said: Come and hear proof contrary to Rav’s opinion 
from a baraita with regard to an impure earthenware vessel that is 
purified through being broken. If it is broken in two, the larger 
portion remains impure and the smaller portion is purified. If he 
divided it into two and they are seemingly equal halves," both are 
impure, because it is impossible to measure precisely" in breaking 
an earthenware vessel and render both halves equal. Since it is 
impossible to determine which half is larger, both remain impure 
due to uncertainty. 


The Gemara infers: But were it possible to measure precisely 
and divide it into equal halves, both would be pure. If, as Rav states, 
the halakhic status of half is like that of a majority, why are they 
pure? Go here, to one half of the vessel, and you will see that there 
is a majority and it should remain impure, and go there, to the 
other half, and you will see that there is a majority and it should 
remain impure. 


HALAKHA 


The status of a siman of which half was cut and half remained 
uncut is not like that of the majority — ai73 ix nym by mya: 
If one severs the majority of one siman in a bird, or the majority 
of both simanim in an animal, the slaughter is valid. Even if he cut 
only one hairbreadth more than half of the siman, it is sufficient. 
This is in accordance with the conclusion of the Gemara on 29a 
that everyone agrees that the halakhic status of half is not that of 
a majority (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Shehita 1:9; Shulhan 
Arukh, Yoreh Dea 21:1). 


Because it is impossible to measure precisely - WOK "KW 2 
oyny): This principle presumes that it is impossible to deter- 
mine whether two items are precisely the same size, or whether 
two events transpired precisely at the same moment, although 
in actuality there is certainly a difference, albeit unquantifiable, 


NOTES 


If he divided it into two and they are equal halves — pw) pon 
Pw pM: With regard to an oven that became ritually impure and 
was divided in two, the larger piece remains impure, and the 
smaller piece is purified. If both pieces appear to be of equal size, 
both are impure, as it is impossible to divide it precisely in half, 
and it is impossible to determine which is larger (Rambam Sefer 
Tahara, Hilkhot Kelim 16:2). 


between them. This is the subject of a dispute between the Rabbis, 
who hold that absolute precision is impossible, and Rabbi Yosei 
HaGelili, who holds that it is possible to be precise. Nevertheless, 
Rabbi Yosei HaGelili concedes that it is impossible to break an 
earthenware vessel precisely in half (see Bekhorot 17b). 
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Rav Pappa said in rejecting that proof: There are not two majorities 
in one vessel. Therefore, one cannot consider the halakhic status of 
half like that of a majority. By contrast, with regard to cutting the 
windpipe or gullet, the halakhic status of precisely half can be like 
that of a majority, as there is no other majority contradicting that 
status. 


The Gemara suggests: Come and hear another proof contrary to 
Rav’s opinion from a baraita: If one cut half the windpipe and 
interrupted the slaughter 


for an interval equivalent to the duration of the slaughter of another 
animal, and then completed his slaughter, his slaughter is valid." 
But if you say the halakhic status of a siman of which precisely half 
was cut and half remained uncut is like that of the majority, then by 
cutting half the windpipe he rendered it a tereifa because it is as 
though the majority of the windpipe is severed. 


The Gemara answers: Do you hold that this baraita is referring to 
the slaughter of an animal? No, it is referring to the slaughter of a 
bird, which requires the cutting of only one siman. Whichever way 
you look at it, the slaughter should be valid." If the halakhic status 
of a siman of which precisely half was cut and half remained uncut 
is like that of the majority, he has performed the cutting of the 
majority and the slaughter is valid. And if the halakhic status of a 
siman of which precisely half was cut and half remained uncut is not 
like that of the majority, then in cutting half the siman he did not 
perform any action that would render the animal a tereifa. 


The Gemara suggests: Come and hear another proof contrary to 
Rav’s opinion from a baraita: In a case where half of the windpipe 
was deficient prior to the slaughter and the slaughterer added to 
that deficiency an incision of any size, and completed it, his slaugh- 
ter is valid. And if you say that the halakhic status of a siman of 
which precisely half was cut and half remained uncut is like that of 
the majority, the animalis a tereifa, as half its windpipe was deficient 
before the slaughter. 


Rava said: The matter of tereifa is different, as we require a major- 
ity that is clearly visible." If precisely half the windpipe is deficient 
it does not appear to be a majority. By contrast, with regard to 
slaughter, the status of half is like that of the majority. 


NOTES 


And then completed his slaughter, his slaughter is valid - mya% 
mwa inw: As long as the majority of the windpipe is not 
deficient the animal is not a tereifa. It is no different from a cut on 
any other part of the animal's body. At this stage, the assumption 
is that the Gemara is referring to the slaughter of an animal, for 
which both simanim must be cut. Therefore, the term: Completed 
his slaughter, means completed the slaughter of the animal (see 
Rashi on 28a). 


The slaughter of a bird, whichever way you look at it, the 
slaughter should be valid, etc. - 121qW53 man Aiya: Interrupting 
the slaughter of a bird invalidates the slaughter only during the 
cutting of the gullet, where even the slightest perforation renders 
the animal a tereifa (see 32a). 


HALAKHA 


A majority that is clearly visible — yyy MMT Ii: 


If one cu 


s the majority of one of the simanim in a 


bird, or the majority of both simanim in an animal, 
the slaughter is valid. Even if only one hairbreadth 


more tha 
in accord 


n half of the siman was cut it is sufficient, 
ance with the Gemara’s explanation of the 


mishna. Some early and later commentaries rule 


stringent 


y and hold that a conspicuous majority of 


the siman must be cut; a hairbreadth is not sufficient. 


Therefore 
financial 
stringent 
financial 


, in all cases that will not lead to significant 
oss one must rule stringently. Others rule 
y even in a case that will result in significant 
oss (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Shehita 


1:1; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De'a 21:1, and Peri Hadash and 
Beer Heitev there). 
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Abaye said to Rava: And is it not derived through an a fortiori 
inference that all the more so, a conspicuous majority is required 
for slaughter? And just as with regard to tereifa, where the animal 
is rendered a tereifa by a deficiency of any size, e.g., bya minuscule 
perforation of the gullet, in cases where we require a majority, we 
require a majority that is clearly visible, with regard to slaughter, 


where until there is a majority of the simanim cut, the slaughter is 
not valid, all the more so is it not clear that we require a majority 
that is clearly visible? 
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Rather, the Gemara revises its understanding of the dispute 
between Rav and Rav Kahana. Everyone agrees that the halakhic 
status of a siman of which precisely half was cut and half remained 
uncut is not like that of a siman of which the majority was cut. And 


when the dispute of Rav and Rav Kahana was stated, it was stated 
with regard to the matter of the Paschal offering. If a majority of 
the Jewish people were ritually impure on the fourteenth of Nisan, 
the Paschal offering is sacrificed that day and eaten in a state of 
impurity. If only a minority of the Jewish people were impure, the 
ritually pure majority brings the Paschal offering on the fourteenth 
of Nisan, and the impure minority brings the Paschal offering on 
the second Pesah one month later. 


ATA Dni asma SE yaw an 


er 


In a case where the Jewish people were equally divided on the 
fourteenth of Nisan, with half of them pure and half of them 
impure," Rav said: The halakha in the case where half the people 
were impure and half were pure is like that of a case where the 
majority was impure, and the entire people brings the Paschal offer- 


ing in Nisan. And Rav Kahana said: The halakha in the case where 
half the people were impure and half were pure is not like that of a 
case where the majority was impure. Therefore, those who are pure 
bring the Paschal offering on the fourteenth of Nisan, and those who 
are impure bring the Paschal offering on the second Pesah. 
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The Gemara asks: And there, with regard to the Paschal offering, 
what is the reason that Rav accords half the people the status of 
a majority? It is as it is written: “Any man who shall be impure 
by reason of a corpse... 


shall observe the Passover to the Lord. 


On the fourteenth day of the second month at evening they shall 
observe it” (Numbers 9:10-11), from which it is derived: A ritually 
impure person is deferred to observe the second Pesah, but a ritu- 
ally impure congregation is not deferred" to observe the second 
Pesah. The status of half the people is that of a congregation, not that 
ofa collection of individuals. 
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§ The mishna teaches: If one cut the majority" of one siman ina 
bird or the majority of two simanim in an animal, his slaughter is 


valid. The Gemara asks: We already learn this on another occasion, 
in the first clause of the mishna: The halakhic status of the majority 
of one siman is like that of the entire siman. Why is the redundancy 


necessary? 


The Jewish people were half pure and half impure — yaw 17 
DAD ASN DAD oyna bere: Ifon the fourteenth of Nisan the 
majority “of the Jewish people were ritually impure with impurity 
imparted by a corpse, the entire people brings the Paschal offering 
in a state of ritual impurity. If precisely half of them were impure, 
those who are pure bring and partake of the Paschal offering in a 
state of ritual purity, and separately, those who are impure bring 
and partake of the Paschal offering in a state of ritual impurity, 
in accordance with the opinion of Rav (Rambam Sefer Korbanot, 
Hilkhot Korban Pesah 7:2). 


A person is deferred but a congregation is not deferred - wx 
PON WHY pI AND: If individuals, i.e, the minority of the con- 
gregation, are ritually impure with impurity imparted by a corpse 


HALAKHA 


when the fourteenth of Nisan arrives and they are unable to bring 
the Paschal offering, they bring the Paschal offering on the second 
Pesah, the fourteenth of lyyar (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Biat 
HaMikdash 4:16). 


A majority with regard to sacrificial birds and animals - a17 
mwa: When slaughtering sacrificial animals, one cuts both 
simanim, or the majority of each, so that the blood can be received 
in a vessel. When pinching the nape of a bird sin offering, one cuts 
one of the simanim, or the majority of one of them. When pinch- 
ing the nape of a bird burnt offering one cuts both simanim, in 
accordance with the opinion of the Rabbis cited on 21b (Rambam 
Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh HaKorbanot 4:8, 6:23, 7:6). 
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The Gemara provides a mnemonic" for the names of the amora’im 
who participate in the discussion that ensues: Heh, Rav Hoshaya; 
kaf, Rabbi Kahana; shin, Rabbi Shimi; peh, Rav Pappa; shin, Rav 
Ashi; het. 


Rav Hoshaya said: One mention of the equivalence between major- 
ity and whole is referring to slaughter of non-sacred birds and ani- 
mals and one is referring to slaughter of sacrificial birds and animals. 
And it is necessary for the tanna to teach both cases, as, if the tanna 
taught us only the case of slaughter of non-sacred birds and animals, 
one might think that it is there that one suffices with the majority 
of the siman, because he does not require the blood; he seeks 
merely to slaughter the animal. But in the case of sacrificial birds 
and animals, where he requires the blood for sprinkling on the 
altar, say that it will not suffice for him to cut the majority, and 
the slaughter is not valid until there is a cutting of the entire 
windpipe or gullet. 


And if the tanna taught us only the case of slaughter of sacrificial 
birds and animals, one might think that one must cut a majority of 
the siman because he requires the blood’ for sprinkling on the altar; 
but with regard to the slaughter of non-sacred birds and animals, 
where he does not require the blood, say that cutting half the siman 
is sufficient, and there is no need to cut a majority. Therefore, the 
tanna teaches us the principle twice, once to teach that a majority 
suffices in the case of sacrificial animals, and once to teach that a 
majority is required in the case of non-sacred animals. 


The Gemara asks which clause of the mishna is referring to cutting 
a majority of the simanim in non-sacred birds and animals, and 
which is referring to cutting a majority of the simanim in sacrificial 
birds and animals? 


Rav Kahana said: It stands to reason that the first clause of the 
mishna is referring to the slaughter of non-sacred birds and animals 
and the latter clause is referring to the slaughter of sacrificial birds 
and animals. The Gemara asks: From where does Rav Kahana arrive 
at that conclusion? The Gemara answers: It is from the fact that the 
first clause of the mishna teaches: One who slaughters by cutting 
one siman in a bird and two simanim in an animal. And if it enters 
your mind that the first clause is referring to the case of sacrificial 
birds and animals, the tanna should have formulated it as: One who 
pinches the nape of the neck of a bird, as sacrificial birds are not 
slaughtered with a knife, but pinched with a fingernail. 


The Gemara asks: Rather, what do you say? That the latter clause 
is referring to slaughter of sacrificial birds and animals? But the 
tanna teaches in the latter clause: If one cut the majority of one 
siman in a bird or the majority of two simanim in an animal, his 
slaughter is valid. If the reference is to sacrificial birds and animals, 
the tanna should have formulated it: His pinching is valid. The 
Gemara answers: That is not difficult; since the tanna concluded 
with mention of the slaughter of an animal, he also taught: His 
slaughter is valid, which is referring to the sacrificial animal. But in 
the first clause, since the tanna stands to begin with the case of a 
bird, if it enters your mind that the reference is to sacrificial birds, 
the tanna should have formulated it: One who pinches the nape of 
the neck of the bird. 


He requires the blood - P3% x17 D7: This refers to the presenta- 
tion of sacrificial blood on the altar. This is one of the four sacri- 
ficial rites performed with every animal offering sacrificed in the 
Temple. The presentation of the blood on the altar varies based on 
the offering being brought. The presentation of the blood is the 


BACKGROUND 


ate manner on the altar, the one who brought the offering achieves 
atonement, even if later stages in the sacrifice of the offering are 
not properly performed. 


essential element that effects atonement when bringing an offer- 
ing. Therefore, once the blood has been presented in the appropri- 


NOTES 

Mnemonic - p39: This mnemonic does not appear 
in early manuscripts of the Gemara. It was appar- 
ently added later by the printers. The last letter of 
the mnemonic, het, does not represent any of the 
amora’im who express an opinion in the ensuing 
discussion. Perhaps it was originally the letter shin, 
representing Rabbi Shimon ben Lakish. 
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Rav Shimi bar Ashi said that one arrives at the conclusion that the 
first clause is referring to slaughter of non-sacred birds and animals 
from here: As the tanna teaches: One who slaughters by cutting 
one siman in a bird. And if it enters your mind that the reference 
is to the slaughter of sacrificial birds, isn’t there the bird burnt 
offering, which requires that two simanim be cut? 


The Gemara asks: Rather, what do you say? That the latter clause 
is referring to slaughter of sacrificial birds and animals? But the 
tanna teaches in the latter clause: If one cut the majority of one 
siman in a bird or the majority of two simanim in an animal, his 
slaughter is valid. If the reference is to sacrificial birds, isn’t there 
the bird burnt offering, which requires the pinching of two 
simanim? The Gemara answers: What is the meaning of: The 
majority of one siman? It means the majority of each and every 
one of the two. And by right the tanna should have taught: The 
majority of two. But since there is the bird sin offering, which 
suffices with the cutting of one siman, due to that reason the matter 
is not clear-cut for him. Therefore, the tanna formulated the hal- 
akha in a manner that could apply to one siman, i.e., in the case ofa 
sin offering, and to two simanim, i.e., in the case of a burnt offering 
and of animal offerings. 


Rav Pappa said that one arrives at the conclusion that the first 
clause is referring to slaughter of non-sacred birds and animals 
from here: As the tanna teaches that Rabbi Yehuda says: The 
slaughter is not valid until he cuts the veins in the neck. And the 
Rabbis disagree with him, and do not require that one cut the veins 
in the neck. Granted, if you say that the reference is to the slaughter 
of non-sacred birds, it works out well. But if you say that the refer- 
ence is to the slaughter of sacrificial birds, why do the Rabbis 
disagree with him? He himself, i.e., the one slaughtering, requires 
the blood in order to sprinkle it on the altar, which would warrant 
cutting the veins. 


Rav Ashi said that one arrives at the conclusion that the latter 
clause is referring to slaughter of sacrificial birds and animals from 
here: As the tanna teaches in the mishna (30b): One who slaugh- 
ters by cutting two animals’ heads" simultaneously, his slaughter 
is valid. The Gemara infers from the precise language of the mishna: 
One who slaughters, indicating that after the fact, yes, his slaugh- 
ter is valid; but one may not slaughter two animals simultaneously 
ab initio. 


Granted, if you say that the reference is to sacrificial birds or ani- 
mals, this is the reason that one may not slaughter two animals 
simultaneously ab initio: It is due to that which Rav Yosef teaches 
in a baraita: “And when you sacrifice a peace offering to the Lord, 
you shall sacrifice it [tizbahuhu] that you may be accepted” (Leviti- 
cus 19:5). The term “tizbahuhu’” can be divided into two terms: You 
shall sacrifice [tizbah] and it [hu]. From the term “You shall sacri- 
fice [tizbah],” it is derived that there will not be two people slaugh- 
tering one offering." From the full term “You shall sacrifice it 
[tizbahuhu]” it is derived that one person may not slaughter two 
offerings simultaneously. 


One who slaughters two animals’ heads — pox nW oniwn: 
One may not slaughter two sacrificial animals simultaneously. 
If one did so, the slaughter is valid, in accordance with the 


HALAKHA 
Two people slaughtering one offering - Inx na woniw ow: 
It is permitted for two people to slaughter a single animal, and 
there is no difference between a non-sacred animal and a sacri- 


inference of Rav Ashi from the mishna on 30b (Rambam Sefer ficial animal, in accordance with the opinion of the Rabbis cited 


Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 1:4). 


later in the Gemara (30a), who disagree with the baraita taught 
by Rav Yosef (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 
1:5 and Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Shehita 2:10). 
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He slaughtered it and a different priest completed the 
slaughter on his behalf - inby Snow aN Pyar ip: When 
the time to slaughter the daily offering on Yom Kippur arrived, 
the animal was brought to the High Priest, who cut through the 
majority of the two simanim, i.e., the gullet and the windpipe, 
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And Rav Kahana said, to explain the derivation of the first halakha 
in the baraita: Although the term “tizbahuhu” is vocalized in the 
plural, leading to the conclusion that two people may slaughter an 
animal together, nevertheless, because the word is written without 
a vav, the term tizbahehu is written,’ in the singular, indicating that 
two individuals may not slaughter the offering. But if you say that 
the reference is to the slaughter of non-sacred birds, it should be 
permitted even ab initio. 


And Rabbi Shimon ben Lakish, too, holds that the first clause of 
the mishna is referring to the slaughter of non-sacred birds and 
animals and the latter clause is referring to the slaughter of sacrifi- 
cial birds and animals, as Rabbi Shimon ben Lakish says: Since 
we learned in the mishna that the halakhic status of the majority 
of one siman is like that of the entire siman, why did we also need 
to learn later in the mishna: The majority of one siman ina bird or 
the majority of two simanim in an animal? The latter clause is 
obvious based on the principle articulated in the first clause. 


Rabbi Shimon ben Lakish explains: Since we learned in a mishna 
(Yoma 31b): They brought him the sheep for the daily morning 
offering, and he slaughtered it [keratzo]' by cutting most of the 
way through the gullet and the windpipe, and a different priest 
completed the slaughter on his behalf™ so that the High Priest 
could receive the blood in a vessel and proceed with the order of the 
Yom Kippur service, one might have thought that if the other priest 
did not complete the cutting of the two simanim, the slaughter 
would not be valid. Therefore, we learned in the mishna: If one 
cut the majority of one siman in a bird or the majority of two 
simanim in an animal, his slaughter is valid. 


The Gemara analyzes the statement of Rabbi Shimon ben Lakish. 
The Master said: One might have thought that if the other priest 
did not complete the cutting of the two simanim, the slaughter 
would not be valid. 


HALAKHA 


which renders the slaughter valid. A second priest completed 
the slaughter on his behalf, freeing the High Priest to receive 
the blood and sprinkle it on the altar, in accordance with the 
mishna in Yoma 31b (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Avodat Yom 
HakKippurim 41). 


How could that possibility enter one’s mind? If that is so, the com- 
pletion of that slaughter is a Temple service performed by another 
on Yom Kippur. And it is taught in a baraita: The entire Yom 
Kippur Temple service is valid only if performed by the High 
Priest." 


The Gemara answers that this is what Rabbi Shimon ben Lakish is 
saying: One might have thought that if the slaughter was not com- 
pleted by the other priest it would be not valid by rabbinic law, as 
it might enter your mind to say that there is an invalidation by 
rabbinic law. Therefore, we learned in the mishna: The majority 
of one siman in a bird or the majority of two simanim in an animal. 
The Gemara asks: And since there is not even an invalidation by 
rabbinic law, why do I need the other priest to complete the cutting 
of the simanim? The Gemara answers: There is a mitzva to complete 
the slaughter ab initio to facilitate the free flow of the blood. 


BACKGROUND 


Is written — ana: The question as to whether the written 
or vocalized text is authoritative raises the issue of whether 
or not halakhic conclusions can be drawn from the manner 
in which words are written in the Torah even if those con- 
clusions run counter to the accepted vocalization of the 
words. This dispute appears in several contexts through- 
out the Talmud. Ultimately, neither opinion is exclusively 
authoritative, as everyone agrees that both the written 
and the vocalized text must be considered. The dispute 
relates only to instances where contradictory conclusions 
are reached by means of the two opinions. 


LANGUAGE 


Slaughtered it [karatzo] - ix: This verb has various 
meanings in the Bible. In this mishna it means to cut or to 
slaughter, as in the verse: “Egyptis a very fair heifer, but the 
slaughterer [keretz] is coming from the north” Jeremiah 
46:20). 


NOTES 


He slaughtered it and a different priest completed the 
slaughter on his behalf - i1? by INOT NK PPA IP: 

The reason that the High Priest does not complete the 
slaughter himself is that the entire Yom Kippur service 
must be performed by the High Priest. Therefore, he must 
receive the blood of the offering in a vessel. In order to 
enable him to receive the blood that spurts out at the 
moment of slaughter, another priest completes the slaugh- 
ter on his behalf. This is not considered to be a case of the 
slaughter of one animal by two people, as the High Priest 
cut the majority of both simanim, rendering the slaughter 
valid, and the action performed by the second priest is not 
vital to the validity of the slaughter (Ramban). 


HALAKHA 


The entire Yom Kippur service is valid only if performed 
by the High Priest — niwa wy wya27 OP Ntiay bs 
ja xbx: The entire Temple service on Yom Kippur is valid 
only ‘when performed by the High Priest. This applies even 
to those rites like the daily burning of the incense and the 
removal of ashes from the Candelabrum. Some commen- 
taries hold that only the rites unique to Yom Kippur must 
be performed by the High Priest but the other rites may 
be performed by ordinary priests. Even according to that 
opinion, it is a mitzva for the High Priest to perform these 
services ab initio (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Avodat 
Yom HaKippurim 1:2, and Kesef Mishne and Lehem Mishne 
there). 
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NOTES 


Halakhic slaughter is accomplished only at its 

conclusion - ipa xox mon) FYN: This discussion 

as to whether halakhic slaughter i is accomplished 

only at its conclusion or whether it is accomplished 

from the beginning to the end of the act appears in 

several places in the Talmud. There are ramifications 

in other areas of halakha, e.g., at which point is one 

liable to pay the fine of four or five times the princi- 
pal for one who slaughters a stolen animal (see Bava 

Kamma 72a), and at which point in the slaughter 
does inappropriate intent disqualify an offering (see 

Zevahim 30a). The Rosh writes that everyone agrees 

that in every case where the slaughter is completed 

in the proper manner, the slaughter is retroactively 
accomplished from the beginning to the end of the 

act. Rabbi Yohanan and Rabbi Shimon ben Lakish 

disagree only in cases where there was some devia- 
tion from procedure during the slaughter, e.g., if the 

priest pinched one siman above the red line and 

one siman below, or if there was a disqualification, 
or if one person began the slaughter and another 
completed it (Tosefot HaRosh on 36a). 


HALAKHA 

A case where a gentile slaughtered one siman 
and a Jew slaughtered one siman - pnw x37 
byw SNK papia IN pa: If a gentile, or anyone 
else unfit to slaughter, began slaughtering an ani- 
mal, and another person, who was fit to slaughter, 
completed the slaughter, or if one who was fit to 
slaughter began slaughtering an animal and another 
person, who was unfit to slaughter, completed the 
slaughter, the slaughter is not valid. This ruling is in 
accordance with the statement of Rava that both 
Rabbi Shimon ben Lakish and Rabbi Yohanan agree 
in this case. This is the case specifically if the one 
unfit to slaughter began the slaughter with an action 
capable of rendering the animal an unslaughtered 
carcass, e.g., by cutting the gullet or the majority of 
the windpipe. But if he began the slaughter with an 
action that does not disqualify the animal, e.g., by 
cutting half of the windpipe, the slaughter is valid 
(Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Shehita 4:13; Shulhan 
Arukh, Yoreh Dea 2:10). 


In the case of a bird burnt offering - Hiya nbiya: 
The sacrifice of a bird burnt offering is performed 
on the upper half of the altar, above the red line 
that runs along the middle of the altar. If the priest 
sacrificed it below the red line, or even if he pinched 
one of the simanim below the red line and one 
above the red line, the offering is not valid. This is 
the case irrespective of whether the priest pinched 
the bird in the manner of a burnt offering or in the 
manner of a sin offering, or whether he pinched 
it for the sake of a sin offering or for the sake of a 
burnt offering (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei 
HaMukdashin 7:6). 


Where one slaughtered the minority of each of 
the simanim outside and completed the slaughter 
inside - 0333 ian YIN pd vIn VIW 1123: If 
one cuts the minority of the simanim outside the 
Temple courtyard and completes the slaughter 
inside the courtyard, or begins the slaughter in the 
south of the courtyard and completes it in the north, 
the slaughter is not valid. This is because halakhic 
slaughter is accomplished from the beginning to 
the end of the act, in accordance with the opinion 
of Rabbi Yohanan, as the halakha is in accordance 
with his opinion in disputes with Reish Lakish (see 
Tosafot). The halakha is also in accordance with the 
explanation of Rav Yosef (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hil- 
khot Pesulei HaMukdashin 1:18). 
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§ Rabbi Shimon ben Lakish says in the name of Levi the Elder: 
Halakhic slaughter is accomplished only at its conclusion." And 
Rabbi Yohanan says: Halakhic slaughter is accomplished from the 
beginning to the end of the act. 


Rava said in establishing the parameters of the dispute between 
Rabbi Shimon ben Lakish and Rabbi Yohanan: Everyone concedes 
in a case where a gentile slaughtered, i.e., cut, one siman and a 
Jew slaughtered one siman," that the slaughter is not valid even if 
slaughter is accomplished only at its conclusion, as an action ren- 
dering the animal a tereifa was performed at the hand ofa gentile. 
Since slaughter by a gentile is not valid, the gentile renders the 
animal a tereifa. 


In the case of a bird burnt offering" as well, where one siman was 
pinched by a priest below the red line marking half the height of 
the altar, in accordance with the procedure of the sin offering, and 
one siman was pinched above the red line,’ in accordance with 
the procedure of the burnt offering, the pinching is not valid, as 
the priest performed an action appropriate for a bird sin offering 
below the red line, disqualifying it from being sacrificed as a burnt 
offering. 


Rabbi Shimon ben Lakish and Rabbi Yohanan disagree only in a 
case where an individual cut one siman outside the Temple court- 
yard and one siman inside the Temple courtyard. According to the 
one who says: Halakhic slaughter is accomplished from the begin- 
ning to the end of the act, i.e., Rabbi Yohanan, one who begins the 
slaughter outside the Temple courtyard is liable for slaughter of a 
sacrificial animal outside the courtyard. According to the one who 
says: Halakhic slaughter is accomplished only at its conclusion, 
i.e., Rabbi Shimon ben Lakish, one who does so is not liable, as 
the conclusion of the slaughter, which is the determining factor, is 
performed inside the Temple courtyard. 


Rabba bar Shimi said to Rava: The Master did not say that this 
was the crux of the dispute between Rabbi Yohanan and Rabbi 
Shimon ben Lakish. And who is the Master? It is Rav Yosef, who 
says that in a case where one cut one siman outside the Temple 
courtyard and one siman inside the Temple courtyard, all agree that 
the slaughter is not valid and the priest is liable to receive punish- 
ment, because he performed an action appropriate for a bird sin 
offering outside the Temple courtyard. 


They disagree only in a case where one slaughtered the minority 
of each of the simanim outside the Temple courtyard and com- 
pleted the slaughter inside" the Temple courtyard. According to 
the one who says: Halakhic slaughter is accomplished from the 
beginning to the end of the act, i.e., Rabbi Yohanan, one who begins 
the slaughter outside the Temple courtyard is liable for slaughter of 
a sacrificial animal outside the courtyard. According to the one 
who says: Halakhic slaughter is accomplished only at its conclu- 
sion, i.e., Rabbi Shimon ben Lakish, one who does so is not liable, 
as he concludes the slaughter in an appropriate place. 


BACKGROUND 


Above the red line - mwya: A red line was painted precisely half- 
way up the altar, encircling it. This was the line of demarcation 


between the upper portion of the altar, where the blood of animal 
sin offerings and bird burnt offerings was sprinkled, and the lower 
portion of the altar, where the blood of all other offerings was 


sprinkled. 


Depiction ofthe altar 
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Rabbi Zeira raises an objection from a mishna (Para 4:4): Anyone 
who is engaged in any part of the rite of the red heifer continuously 
from beginning to end" transmits ritual impurity to the garments 
that he is wearing. And they disqualify the red heifer for use in the 
rite if they perform any other labor" while engaged in any part of 
the rite of the red heifer. 


If a disqualification befell the heifer" during its slaughter," with 
regard to all those engaged in the rite of the red heifer, whether they 
engaged in the rite before the heifer was disqualified or after the 
heifer was disqualified, the heifer does not render garments that 
they are wearing impure. Since its slaughter was not valid it is dis- 
qualified from being used as a red heifer and therefore does not 
impart impurity. If it became disqualified at the time of sprinkling 
the blood of the heifer toward the opening of the Temple, with 
regard to those who engaged in the rite of the red heifer before it 
was disqualified, the heifer renders the garments that they are 
wearing impure. By contrast, with regard to those who handled the 
animal after it was disqualified, the heifer does not render the 
garments that they are wearing impure. 


Rabbi Zeira elaborates: And if you say that halakhic slaughter is 
accomplished from the beginning to the end of the act, let the 
mishna also distinguish between disqualification at the beginning 
and at the end of the slaughter: If it became disqualified during 
slaughter, with regard to one who engaged in any part of the rite 
before it became disqualified, the heifer renders garments that he 
is wearing impure, and with regard to one who engaged in any part 
of the rite after it became disqualified, the heifer does not render 
the garments that he is wearing impure. 


Rava said: Are you saying that the discussion concerns a case where 
the slaughter was invalidated? There it is different, because the 
matter was revealed retroactively, i.e., it was revealed that it was 
not a valid slaughter at all." Since at no stage of the slaughter was it 
valid, the heifer does not render the garments impure at all. 


Rava said: If any aspect of that mishna is difficult for me it is this 
that is difficult for me: According to the one who says: Halakhic 
slaughter is accomplished only at its conclusion, let the mishna 
distinguish between two individuals in the preparation ofa fit red 
heifer, even when the heifer was not disqualified. Let the mishna 
teach a case where they slaughtered it with two men, as the heifer 
does not render the first man who slaughters impure, as the slaugh- 
ter did not yet begin, and the heifer renders the latter man impure. 


HALAKHA 


Anyone who is engaged in the rite of the red heifer from begin- 
ning to end - qip sy nbn ma poy dz: All those engaged 
in any part of the rite of the red heifer render impure garments 
that they wear or that they touch. In addition, those people require 
immersion in a ritual bath and are pure only at nightfall by Torah 
law. After they are no longer engaged with the heifer, even if they 
did not yet immerse in a ritual bath, they do not render garments 
impure (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Para Aduma 5:1-2). 


And they disqualify the heifer through the performance of any 
other labor — mints maxa ANN pooiar: If one who is engaged 
in any part of the rite of the red Sa from its slaughter until 
it becomes ashes, engages in any other activity at that time, he 
disqualifies the red heifer, in accordance with the mishna in tractate 
Para (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Para Aduma 4:17). 


Ifa disqualification befell the heifer — bios Aa yy: The garments 
of those who engaged in the rites of the red heifer become i impure 
when the heifer is burned in the appropriate manner. If the heifer 
was disqualified, those who engaged in its rites remain pure. If its 
slaughter was not valid, the garments of those who engaged in its 
rites are not rendered impure. If it was disqualified while its blood 
was being sprinkled, the garments of all those who engaged in its 
rites before that point are rendered impure, while the garments 
of those who engaged in its rites after it was disqualified are not 
rendered impure, in accordance with the mishna in tractate Para 
(Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Para Aduma 5:2-3). 
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NOTES 


If a disqualification befell the heifer during its 
slaughter - Anwnwa bis 73 yvy: According to 
Rashi, the reference is to a case where the slaughter 
itself was not valid and the red heifer assumed the 
status of an unslaughtered carcass. Rabbeinu Tam 
and other early authorities explain, based on the 
continuation of the mishna, that the reference is to 
a case where the heifer was disqualified because the 
person who was engaged in the rite of the red heife 
engaged in another labor at the same time. That too 
falls under the rubric of disqualifying the slaughte 
(see Hatam Sofer). 


= 


Are you saying where the slaughter was invali- 
dated...that it was not a valid slaughter at all - 
Sop ren mom wya. amp apne mdpbpms: Even 
according to the one who holds that halakhic 
slaughter is accomplished from the beginning to the 
end of the act, that is only when the slaughter was 
ultimately completed. Here, it becomes clear that 
there was no slaughter at all, as the animal assumed 
the status of an unslaughtered carcass. According 
to Rabbeinu Tam and other early commentaries 
who interpret the disqualification as being due to 
the fact that the person performed another labor 
simultaneously, the Gemara means that if the heifer 
was disqualified during the sprinkling, this does 
not retroactively invalidate all parts of the rite. But 
if the heifer was disqualified during the slaughter, 
no part of the rite was performed properly, and it is 
considered as though the rite of slaughter were not 
performed at all. 
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NOTES 


Unattributed - ngaa: Rashi explains this word to 
mean that many unattributed mishnayot and baraitot 
are in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Elazar, son of 
Rabbi Shimon. Rabbi Yohanan received a tradition that this 
baraitais one of them. The Ritva interprets the term to refer 
to the fact that this particular opinion cited anonymously 
in the baraita is the opinion of Rabbi Elazar, son of Rabbi 
Shimon. Either way, the point of the Gemara is that the 
halakha in this case is in accordance with the opinion of 
the Rabbis who disagree with him, and the unattributed 
mishna in tractate Para is in accordance with the opinion 
of the Rabbis. 
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Rav Yosef said: Are you saying that the discussion concerns a case 
of two men slaughtering one offering? Raise difficulties except for 
that, as we learn in a baraita with regard to the verse: “And when 
you sacrifice a peace offering to the Lord, you shall sacrifice it 
[tizbahuhu] that you may be accepted” (Leviticus 19:5), that the 
term “tizbahuhu” can be divided into two terms: You shall sacrifice 
[tizbah] and it [hu]. From the term “You shall sacrifice [ tizbah],” 
it is derived that there will not be two people slaughtering 
one offering. From the full term “You shall offer it [tizbahuhu],” 
it is derived that one person may not slaughter two offerings 
simultaneously. 


And Rav Kahana said, to explain the derivation of the first halakha 
in the baraita: Although the term “tizbahuhu” is vocalized in the 
plural, leading to the conclusion that two people may slaughter an 
animal together, nevertheless, because the word is written without 
a vav, it emerges that the phrase “You shall sacrifice it [tizbahehu],” 
in the singular, is written, indicating that two individuals may not 
slaughter the offering. 


Abaye said to Rav Yosef: Wasn’t it stated with regard to this hal- 
akha that Rabba bar bar Hana says that Rabbi Yohanan says: This 
is the statement of Rabbi Elazar, son of Rabbi Shimon, 


which is cited unattributed," i.e., itis one of his many opinions that 
are cited in the Mishna and baraitot without attribution. But the 
Rabbis say: Two people may slaughter one offering.” According 
to the Rabbis, Rava’s difficulty remains: Let the mishna teach a case 
where they slaughtered it with two men, as the heifer does not 
render the first man who slaughters impure, as the slaughter did not 
yet begin, and the heifer renders the latter man impure. 


And according to the opinion of Rabbi Elazar, son of Rabbi Shi- 
mon, who holds that two people may not slaughter one offering, let 

the tanna of the mishna also distinguish and teach a case where 

one man slaughtered with two cloths on his head, starting the 

slaughter with one and replacing it with the other midway through 

the slaughter, as in that case, since halakhic slaughter is accom- 
plished only at its conclusion, the first cloth is not rendered 

impure but the latter cloth is rendered impure. Rather, one must 

say that the tanna is speaking only in reference to cases involving 

the disqualification of the red heifer itself, but he is not speaking 

in reference to cases involving a fit red heifer, and no proof may be 

cited from here. 


HALAKHA 


Two people may slaughter one offering - nat niw ow because they could easily come to press the knife or otherwise 
‘nx: If two people slaughter a single animal, whether it is invalidate the slaughter (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei 
a non-sacred animal or a sacrificial animal, the slaughter is © HaMukdashin 1:5 and Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Shehita 2:10; Tevuot 
valid, in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yohanan. Two Shor, Yoreh De‘a 21:8). 

people should not slaughter even non-sacred animals ab initio, 
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Rav Idi bar Avin raises an objection from a mishna (Pesahim 63a) 
to the opinion that halakhic slaughter is accomplished only at its 
conclusion. If one slaughters an animal for the sake of the Paschal 
offering on the fourteenth of Nisan after noon while he has leaven 
in his possession, he is flogged for violating the prohibition: “You 


shall not slaughter the blood of My sacrifice with leavened bread” 


(Exodus 23:18). If he slaughtered the animal not for the sake of 
the Paschal offering, he is exempt from receiving lashes. And if he 
slaughtered the animal during the festival" of Passover for the sake 
of the Paschal offering with leaven in his possession, he is exempt, 
because it is a disqualified Paschal offering, as it was slaughtered 
beyond its appointed time. But if he slaughtered the animal during 
the Festival not for the sake of the Paschal offering, but rather as a 
peace offering, he is liable for slaughtering the animal with leaven 
in his possession. 


And we discussed this matter: The reason he is liable is due to 
the fact that his intent was to slaughter it not for the sake of the 
Paschal offering, but had he slaughtered it with unspecified intent 
he would be exempt, because the offering would be disqualified. 
Unless he specifically intends otherwise, the animal retains its status 
as a Paschal offering and is disqualified when sacrificed beyond its 
appointed time. 


The Gemara asks: And why is he exempt? Doesn't a Paschal offer- 
ing’ sacrificed during the rest of the days of the year assume the 
status of a peace offering,” and doesn’t one who slaughters a peace 
offering during the time when it is prohibited to possess leaven with 
leaven in his possession also violate the prohibition? Conclude 
fromit that a Paschal offering sacrificed during the rest of the days 
of the year requires explicit revocation of its status; otherwise, it 
does not assume the status of a peace offering and it remains a 
disqualified Paschal offering. 


And Rabbi Hiyya bar Gamda said: A response emerged from the 
group of scholars that discussed this matter, and they said: What 
are we dealing with here? It is with a case where the owners of the 
Paschal offering were ritually impure on the fourteenth of Nisan 
with impurity imparted by a corpse. In that case, the Torah com- 
mands (Numbers 9:10-11) that since they were unable to sacrifice 
the Paschal offering at the appointed time, the fourteenth of Nisan, 
they were deferred to the second Pesah,” the fourteenth of Iyyar. 
Since presumably the owner plans to use his Paschal offering on the 
second Pesah, its unspecified slaughter in the interim stands to be 
offered for the sake of the Paschal offering, and it is that Paschal 
offering that requires revocation ofits status. But other situations 
ofa Paschal offering that is slaughtered beyond its designated time 
do not require revocation of the animal's status, and it assumes the 
status of a peace offering. 


BACKGROUND 


HALAKHA 
And if he slaughtered the animal during the Festival, 
etc. — 13) 41231: One who slaughters the Paschal offer- 


ing at the designated time while 
of the group, had an olive-bulk o 


he, or another member 
f leavened bread in his 


possession, violates a prohibition and is flogged. The 


same is true if one sprinkles the b 


ood or burns the limbs 


on the altar while one of the members of the group 
has leavened bread in his possession. One violates the 


prohibition only if he does so a 


the designated time, 


i.e., after midday on Passover eve, in accordance with 


the opinion of the first tanna in t 


he mishna on Pesahim 


63a (Rambam Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot Korban Pesah 1:5). 


Paschal offering — mba: There is a positive mitzva to bring 
the Paschal offering to the Temple on the afternoon of the 
fourteenth of Nisan and partake of it that evening after nightfall. 
This mitzva applies equally to men and women. The Paschal 
offering, an offering of lesser sanctity, may be either a male 
lamb or a goat that is in its first year (see Exodus, chapter 12 and 
Deuteronomy 16:2). It may be slaughtered anywhere within the 
Temple courtyard, and its blood is poured on the base of the 
altar. Though considered an individual offering, as opposed to 
a public offering, the paschal offering is not brought by indi- 
viduals, but only by a group consisting of registered members. 
Unlike other individual offerings, it is sacrificed even on Shabbat. 
Moreover, it is sacrificed even if the majority of the Jewish 
people is in a state of ritual impurity. 


Blood of the Paschal offering conveyed to the altar and poured on the base 


Peace offering - by: A peace offering may be brought 
from male or female cattle, sheep, or goats. It is an offering of 
lesser sanctity and may be slaughtered anywhere within the 
Temple courtyard. After slaughter, the blood is taken to the 


altar and sprinkled on opposite corners of the altar so that the 
blood will reach each of the four sides of the altar. Portions of 
the peace offering are burned on the altar, and the breast and 
the right hind leg are given to the priest. The rest of the animal 
is eaten by the one who brought the offering, as well as by his 
family and guests, anywhere within the walls of Jerusalem. It 
may be eaten on the day the offering was sacrificed, the night 
that follows, and the following day. Most peace offerings were 
brought as gift offerings. 


Second Pesah — 2w mba: One who was ritually impure or on a 
distant journey or who failed to bring the Paschal offering on 
the fourteenth of Nisan is required to bring the Paschal offer- 
ing one month later, on the fourteenth of lyyar. All halakhot 
that apply to the Paschal offering brought on the first Pesah 
apply to the Paschal offering brought on the second, with one 
exception: There is no prohibition against eating or possessing 
leavened bread on that day, but one may not eat leavened 
bread with the second Paschal offering. 
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Returning to the matter at hand, if a Paschal offering that is des- 
ignated for use on the second Pesah is slaughtered on Passover 
while one has leaven in his possession, he is exempt from receiv- 
ing lashes because it is a disqualified Paschal offering. Granted, 
if you say that halakhic slaughter is accomplished from the 
beginning to the end of the act, the offering is disqualified from 
the beginning of the slaughter as a Paschal offering slaughtered 
beyond its appointed time. Therefore, one is exempt from receiv- 
ing lashes. But if you say that halakhic slaughter is accomplished 
only at its conclusion, why is one exempt if he slaughtered the 
animal with leaven in his possession? Once he began and cut a 
bit of the siman, it is rejected from its status as a Paschal 
offering and can no longer be offered on the second Pesah. There- 
fore, when he slaughters the other, remaining, portion of the 
simanim without specification, it is a peace offering that he is 
slaughtering. 


Abaye said to Rav Idi bar Avin: Even if you say that halakhic 
slaughter is accomplished only at its conclusion, although it was 
rejected from the possibility of being sacrificed on the second 
Pesah, was it rejected from the possibility of being redeemed 
and from the possibility of the monetary value of a Paschal 
offering being used to purchase an animal to be sacrificed on the 
second Pesah? As long as the slaughter is not yet complete, 
redemption of the animal remains possible. Therefore, unspeci- 
fied slaughter at that time is for the sake of a Paschal offering and 
one should be exempt from receiving lashes. 


And if you would say that in order to redeem a consecrated 
item one requires that the animal be placed standing before the 
priest and it requires valuation™ (see Leviticus 27:1-12), and 
once it is slaughtered it is unable to stand, but didn’t we learn in 
a baraita: If one slaughtered, i.e., cut, two simanim in the animal 
or a majority of two" simanim, and the animal is still convulsing, 
its halakhic status is like a living animal in every respect, and it 
may be redeemed until the convulsing ceases? 


NOTES 


One requires standing before the priest and valuation — 
AWM TTY ya: With regard to the redemption of a blem- 
ished animal it is written: “Then he shall stand the animal before 
the priest. And the priest shall valuate it, whether it be good or 
bad; as the priest valuates it, so shall it be” (Leviticus 27:1-12). 
The Sages derive from here that only an animal that is included 
in the category of “Then he shall stand” is included in the cat- 


One requires standing before the priest and valuation — 
AD WM Tayy Ya: With regard to a living animal that is conse- 
crated, whether it is of a kosher species or a non-kosher species, 
and whether it was consecrated as a sacrificial animal or for 
Temple upkeep, if it develops a blemish, it is placed stand- 
ing before the court for appraisal. Therefore, if the animal dies 
before it is appraised and redeemed, it must be buried, as there 
is no redemption after death (Rambam Sefer Hafla‘a, Hilkhot 
Arakhin 5:12). 


HALAKHA 


egory of “And the priest shall valuate it” An animal that is unable 
to stand is neither valuated nor redeemed (see Arakhin 4a). The 
Gemara's response is that there is no requirement for the animal 
to be actually standing; rather, it is sufficient if it is capable of 
standing in the sense that it remains alive (Tosafot on Arakhin 
4a), even if it is about to die. 


If one slaughtered two simanim in the animal or a majority 
of two — Dw 319 ix Ow ma bmw: Ifa kosher domesticated 
or undomesticated animal was slaughtered and a majority of 
both simanim were cut, the halakhic status of the animal is that 
of a living animal as long as the animal is convulsing. If it is a 
consecrated animal it may still be appraised and redeemed until 
the convulsions cease (Rambam Sefer Hafla‘a, Hilkhot Arakhin 
5:13 and Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Issurei Mizbe‘ah 1:1, and see Sefer 
Tahara, Hilkhot Shear Avot HaTumot 2:1). 
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§ Rav Yehuda said that Rav said: One who cuts a siman in two or 
three places" on the neck, and together the cuts constitute the 
requisite measure of slaughter, his slaughter is valid." Rav Yehuda 
adds: When I stated this halakha before Shmuel he said to me: 
We require a clear and obvious slaughter and in the case of cuts in 
two or three places there is no obvious slaughter. 


And Rabbi Shimon ben Lakish also holds that we require a clear 
and obvious slaughter, as Rabbi Shimon ben Lakish says: From 
where is it derived that slaughter must be clear and obvious? As it 
is stated: “Their tongue is a sharpened [shahut] arrow, it speaks 
deceit; one speaks peaceably to his neighbor with his mouth, but 
in his heart he lays wait for him” (Jeremiah 9:7). Just as an arrow 
clearly enters one part of the body, so too, the slaughter [shehita] 


must be clear and obvious. 


One who cuts the simanim in two or three places - yniwn 
ninipa nw Dwa: This must be explained as a case where 
there was no interruption between any of the cuts for an interval 
equivalent to the duration of the slaughter of another animal (an 
earlier manuscript of Rashi, cited in Shita Mekubbetzet). 

There are three primary interpretations given for this halakha. 
Rashi explains that one made an incision in one part of the neck 
and paused and made an incision in another part of the neck, 
above or below the first incision. Josafot question that explanation: 
If he did not cut the majority of the simanim in one place, why 
is the slaughter valid according to Rav? If he did cut the major- 
ity of the simanim in one place, why wouldn't the slaughter be 
valid according to Shmuel? Tosafot explain that the hide did not 
part sufficiently in the place of the initial incision of less than the 
majority of the simanim. Therefore, even if one proceeds to cut the 
majority of the simanim, it is not considered a clear and obvious 
slaughter (see Rosh). 

Other early commentaries accept the opinion of the She'iltot 
deRav Ahai Gaon (124) that the reference is to cutting in two or 
hree places around the circumference of the windpipe and 
he gullet. Some explain that according to the She'iltot it is not 
required that the incisions be in the same location on the neck. 
Rather, the case includes a situation where they are in several 
places along the neck and are configured in a manner where 
hey combine to constitute a majority of the circumference of the 
simanim (Ramban; Rashba). The third interpretation of this case is 
hat one cut the majority of the windpipe in one place along the 
ength of the simanim, and the majority of the gullet in another 
(Rabbeinu Hananel; Rambam). 


MOM a 


Multiple cuts in the windpipe according to Rashi 


NOTES 


Multiple cuts in the windpipe according to the first interpretation of the opinion 
of the Sheiltot 


Multiple cuts in the windpipe according to the second interpretation of the opinion 
of the Shelltot 


Multiple cuts in the simanim according to Rabbeinu Hananel 


HALAKHA 


One who cuts a siman in two or three places his 
slaughter is valid - niaipa nwwa owwa oniwa 
TW inv: In a case where the majority of a siman 
was not cut in one place, e.g., if the siman overturned 
during the slaughter and the slaughterer continued 
cutting on the other side of the siman, if the cuts con- 
stitute a majority of the siman, the slaughter is valid. 
This is true with regard to both the windpipe and the 
gullet. In addition, this ruling applies in a case where 
both incisions were at the same place along the length 
of the siman as well as in a case where one incision 
was lower, i.e., closer to the body, and one incision 
was higher, i.e., closer to the head. The slaughter is 
valid only if the incisions are not all on the same side 
of the siman. Rather, they must combine so that most 
of the circumference of the siman is cut (see She'iltot 
deRav Ahai Gaon). 

If all the incisions were on the same side of the 
siman, e.g., if he began cutting in one place and then 
cut again higher or lower than the first incision, the 
slaughter is valid only if a majority of the siman was 
cut in either one of those incisions, even though it is 
not a clear and obvious slaughter, in accordance with 
the opinion of Rashi as explained by Tosafot. The ruling 
that one who cuts the simanim in multiple places has 
effected a valid slaughter is in accordance with the 
opinion of Rav in the Gemara, as the halakha is in accor- 
dance with his opinion in ritual matters. Furthermore, 
the Gemara (30b) rules in accordance with his opinion. 
This slaughter is valid whether it was performed by 
one person making two cuts, or two people making 
one cut each with two knives. When it is performed 
by one person he must ensure that there is no inter- 
ruption between the two incisions long enough to 
invalidate the slaughter. One later commentary writes 
that one who is meticulous in the performance of 
mitzvot should not eat from a slaughter performed 
in these ways (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Shehita 
2:10; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 21:3; and see Tevuot Shor). 
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NOTES 


If two are grasping a knife and slaughtering one animal, 
even one above and one below — poniv papa pinix ow 
nena any) nyia amy tax: According to the opinion 
that the multiple i incisions are all on the same ring of the 
windpipe, the terms above and below refer to the front 
and back of the neck (Ramban). One begins the slaugh- 
ter above, i.e., at the front of the neck, and continues the 
slaughter below. Alternatively, one typically slaughters an 
animal while it is lying on the ground, such that the front 
of the neck is facing upward and the back of the neck is 
below (see 30b). 
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Rabbi Elazar raises an objection from a mishna (30b): If two 
people are grasping a knife and slaughtering" one animal, even if 
each is holding a knife and slaughtering one above and one below," 
with each one slaughtering at a different point in the neck, their 
slaughter is valid. But why is the slaughter valid according to the 
opinions of Shmuel and Rabbi Shimon ben Lakish? There is no 
clear and obvious slaughter, as each is cutting a different part of the 
neck. 


Rabbi Yirmeya said to Rabbi Elazar: The mishna is referring to a 
case with one knife and two people," each holding one end of the 
knife, resulting in a single diagonal incision from above to below. 


Rabbi Abba said to Rabbi Yirmeya: If so, is this what is taught in 
that regard in a baraita commenting on that mishna: One need not 
be concerned that perhaps each will render the animal a tereifa 
due to the other? Granted, if you say that the mishna is referring 
to a case of two knives and two people it works out well, lest you 
say: Let us be concerned that perhaps each will rely on the 
other that he will perform the slaughter properly, and neither will 
this one come to execute the cut on the majority of the simanim, 
nor will that one come to execute the cut on the majority of 
the simanim. Therefore, the tanna teaches us that one need not 
be concerned. 


But if you say that the mishna is referring to a case of one knife and 
two people, that statement in the baraita should not have said: One 
need not be concerned that perhaps each will render the animal 
a tereifa due to the other; it should have said: One need not be 
concerned that because one is pulling in one direction and one is 
pulling in the other, perhaps each will cause the other to press the 
knife and thereby invalidate the slaughter. 


Rabbi Avin said to him: Teach: One need not be concerned 


If two people are grasping a knife and slaughtering - nw 
peniw papa prix: If two people, each holding his own knife, 
simultaneously cut two different parts of the animal’s neck, 
the slaughter is valid, even if one cut only the windpipe or 
the majority thereof, and the other cut only the gullet or the 
majority thereof, in accordance with Rav's explanation of the 
mishna (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Shehita 2:10; Shulhan 


Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 21:3). 
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HALAKHA 
With one knife and two people - DT% 24 371 IN papa: If two 
people grasp one knife and slaughter an animal, the slaughter 
is valid. This is the case even if they hold it diagonally, with 
one holding his end closer to the head of the animal, and the 
other holding his end closer to the body. There is no concern 
that they might press the knife and invalidate the slaughter 
(Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Shehita 2:10; Shulhan Arukh, 
Yoreh De'a 24:4). 


that perhaps each will cause the other to press the knife. 


Rabbi Avin raises an objection from a baraita: If one slaughtered, 
i.e, cut, the gullet below on the neck and the windpipe above on 
the neck, or cut the gullet above on the neck and the windpipe 
below on the neck, his slaughter is valid. Based on this, Rabbi Avin 
asks: Why is the slaughter valid? But in that case there is no clear 
and obvious slaughter. 
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He raises the objection and he resolves it. This baraita is not refer- 
ring to cuts on two places on the neck; rather, it is referring to 

slaughter performed on a diagonal, like the point of a reed [kekul- 
mos]™" fashioned into a writing utensil. The slaughterer begins cut- 
ting from the top of one siman and cuts diagonally downward so 

that when he reaches the second siman, the knife is lower down. 


The Gemara relates: There was a certain bull that was slaughtered 

with cuts in two or three places in the simanim on its neck. Rav 
Yitzhak bar Shmuel bar Marta entered the store and tooka cut of 
meat from the highest quality parts of the animal, thereby demon- 
strating that the slaughter was valid. Rabbi Zeira said to him: Our 
rabbi, you have taught us through your actions that the mishna: If 
two people are grasping a knife and slaughtering one animal, even 

one above and one below, is referring even to a case of two knives 

and two people who are each cutting the simanim at a different part 
of the neck with their knives. 


§ Rav Yehuda says that Rav says: If one concealed the knife" in 
the neck between one siman and the other siman, i.e., he inserted 
the knife between the windpipe and the gullet, and he severed the 
gullet first and then removed the knife and cut the windpipe, the 
slaughter is not valid. If one concealed the knife beneath the hide 
of the neck and then he cut both simanim, the slaughter is valid. 


The Gemara asks: What is Rav teaching us? We already learn this 
halakha explicitly in a mishna (32a): Or if one cut one siman and 
concealed the knife beneath the second siman and severed it, 
Rabbi Yeshevav says: The animal is an unslaughtered carcass and 
imparts ritual impurity through contact with it and carrying it. 
Rabbi Akiva says: The animal is a tereifa, and although eating it is 
prohibited, it does not transmit ritual impurity. Both agree that 
the slaughter is not valid in the sense that it does not permit the 
consumption of the meat of the animal. 


The Gemara answers: If this halakha is learned from the mishna 
alone, I would say that this statement applies only in a case where 
one conceals the knife beneath the gullet and cuts it from below to 
above, i.e., from the nape to the front of the neck, because he did 
not perform the slaughter in the standard manner of slaughter. 
But if he cut the gullet from above to below, i.e., from the front 
of the neck to the nape, since he performed the slaughter in the 
standard manner of slaughter, say that the slaughter is valid. There- 
fore, Rav teaches us that with regard to any case where one conceals 
the knife during slaughter, his slaughter is not valid. 


The Gemara proceeds to analyze the second part of that which Rav 
Yehuda says that Rav says: If one concealed the knife beneath the 
hide of the neck and then he cut both simanim in the standard man- 
ner the slaughter is valid. The school of Rav say that Rav says that 
in a case where one conceals the knife beneath the hide and cuts 
the simanim of the animal, I do not know™ whether the slaughter 
is valid, or whether it is not valid because he concealed the knife 
during the slaughter. 


NOTES 


The school of Rav [bei Rav] say.. 


l do not know - 22% 374 
yt yy: In some places, the expression bei rav refers simply to 
an academy where Torah was studied. Nevertheless, when a 
statement is cited in the name of bei Rav, the reference is to the 
school of Rav, the prominent amora. The Gemara in Sanhedrin 
(17b) states that the expression: The school of Rav says, is a refer- 
ence to Rav Hamnuna (Rashi). Others maintain that the reference 
is to Rav Huna (Josafot). Rav Huna was Rav’s most prominent 
disciple and succeeded him as the head of the yeshiva in Sura. 


The Gemara here could be understood as saying that Rav Huna 
did not know the halakha. Alternatively, Rav Huna could be 
saying that he does not know what Rav said on this topic. Some 
commentaries, following the second interpretation, question the 
ruling of the Rif, which is in accordance with the uncertainty of 
Rav Huna and against the clear tradition that Rav Yehuda cited 
in the name of Rav. These commentaries explain instead that Rav 
Huna is saying that he heard Rav himself say that he does not 
know the halakha (Rashba; Meiri). 


HALAKHA 

Like the point of a reed - pinapa: The diagonal 
described in the Gemara refers to a case where one 
cuts the neck while one end of the knife is adjacent to 
the head and the other end of the knife is adjacent to 
the body. Alternatively, it is a case where the knife is 
held straight, but rather than cutting the neck straight 
back, he cuts down at an angle. In both cases, all agree 
that the slaughter is valid, as even Shmuel concedes in 
these situations, and one may slaughter in this manner 
ab initio (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Shehita 2:10; 
Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh Dea 21:4; see Tevuot Shor and Arukh 
HaShulhan). 


CUAN 


Diagonal incision in the simanim 


If one concealed the knife - papa nx thng: If one con- 
cealed the knife between the simanim and slaughtered 
by cutting the inner siman first, the slaughter is not valid. 
How so? If one first cut the inner siman in the prescribed 
manner, i.e., in a downward motion, and then withdrew 
the knife and cut the outer siman in a downward motion, 
or if he did not withdraw the knife, and cut the outer 
siman in an upward motion, the slaughter is not valid. 
Certainly if he cut both simanim in an upward motion, 
the slaughter is not valid (Shakh). In all these cases the 
animal assumes the status of an unslaughtered carcass, in 
accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yeshevav, as Rabbi 
Akiva concedes to him in the mishna on 32a (Rambam 
Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Shehita 3:9,18; Shulhan Arukh Yoreh 
Dea 24:7). 


Beneath the hide | do not know — yi Yy Tips nnn: 
If one concealed the knife beneath the hide, or beneath 
the tangled wool on the neck of the animal, or beneath 
a cloth tied around the animal's neck or attached to the 
neck with wax, and slaughtered the animal, the slaughter 
is not valid. The halakha is in accordance with the opinion 
of the school of Rav, and therefore, due to the uncertainty, 
the ruling is stringent. If a cloth was merely spread over 
the neck and he slaughtered beneath the cloth, the 
slaughter is valid, in accordance with the explanation 
of Rashi. The Rambam rules that in that case too the 
slaughter is not valid, and one should adhere to his ruling 
ab initio. The Rema writes that one who seeks to slaughter 
a sheep with tangled wool on its neck should shear its 
wool before slaughtering it, to avoid the possibility that 
he will come to conceal the knife (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, 
Hilkhot Shehita 3:10; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 24:8). 


LANGUAGE 


Reed [kulmos] - Dip: From the Greek káñapoç, kala- 
mos, meaning reed, especially one utilized as a writing 
utensil. 


Ancient reed pen 
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NOTES 


Beneath a cloth - mhon nnn: Rashi explains that the 
reference is to a case where a cloth was tied around the 
animal's neck. In Halakhot Gedolot it is explained that the 
reference is specifically to a case where the cloth was stuck, 
e.g., with wax, to the hide of the animal's neck. The dilemma 
is whether the halakhic status of that cloth is that of part of 
the animal's body. The Rambam explains that the reference 
is to a case where one spread a cloth over the animal's neck 
and slaughtered the animal beneath the cloth. In that case, 
the dilemma is whether concealing the knife in that man- 
ner invalidates the slaughter, or whether the slaughter is 
invalidated only if the knife is concealed within the neck 
of the animal. 


Beneath tangled wool - Jaon Vax nna: The dilemma 
is: If slaughter with the knife concealed beneath a cloth 
invalidates the slaughter, what is the halakha in a case where 
there is tangled wool on the neck of the animal and the 
knife is partially visible (Lev Arye)? Apparently, the Rosh had 
a variant reading of the Gemara in which the dilemma with 
regard to tangled wool preceded the dilemma with regard 
to slaughter beneath a cloth. He explains that the dilemma is 
whether, since tangled wool stands to be shorn, its halakhic 
status is that of wool that was already shorn and therefore 
concealing the knife in it does not invalidate the slaughter. 
On the other hand, perhaps, since the knife is concealed, the 
slaughter is not valid. And if one says that in that case the 
slaughter is not valid, what is the halakha in a case where 
the knife was concealed beneath a cloth, which is not part 
of the animal's body at all? 


One who slaughters two animals’ heads simultaneously 
his slaughter is valid — TW INWY INNS POK Viw: 
Earlier (29a) the Gemara proved from the phrase: One who 
slaughters, which indicates that such an act of slaughter is 
valid only after the fact, that the reference in the mishna is to 
the slaughter of sacrificial animals. By contrast, it is permitted 
to slaughter non-sacred animals in this manner ab initio. 


If one decapitated the animal in one motion — nts pat 
DN Na WN: Either he cut the head in the manner of one 
who decapitates with a sword, or he pressed the knife with 
orce as he cuts (Hilkhot Reu; see Halakhot Gedolot). Killing in 
his manner is an example of the disqualification of pressing 
he knife during slaughter. The Rashba writes that here the 
Gemara does not mean that the person decapitated the 
animal; rather, it means that he struck the two simanim with 
he blade. Since the life of the animal is dependent upon 
hese simanim, it is considered as though he decapitated 
he animal and the head was placed in a basket (see 27a). It 
is accepted that even if pressing is performed during only a 
small part of the cutting, it invalidates the slaughter. 


One was slaughtering the animal and he decapitated it in 
one motion, etc. — 131 NX naa WNI Tis pr oniv mit: 

The reason is that with a knife shorter than that measure, 
one is unable to cut the neck by drawing the knife either 
backward or forward without pressing (Rashi). Alternatively, 
e concern is that with a shorter knife, the one slaughtering 
he animal will be concerned that he will not be able to 
complete the slaughter and will press the knife instead of 
drawing it back and forth (Rabbeinu Yehonatan of Lunel). 
The Ramban writes that the halakha that the length of the 
nife must be equivalent to the breadth of the animal's entire 
neck and extend beyond the neck applies specifically in a 
case where the slaughterer decapitated the animal. If not, it 
is sufficient, if the knife is the breadth of the neck itself, to cut 
the simanim by drawing the knife backward or by drawing it 
forward, and there is no requirement that the length of the 
knife extend beyond the breadth of the neck. The Rashba 
and most other early commentaries disagree. 


LANGUAGE 
Scalpel [izemel] - Sars: From the Greek opiAn, smilé, 
meaning a knife for cutting and carving, a surgeon's knife, 
or a knife for pruning branches. 
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A dilemma was raised before the Sages: According to the opinion 
of the school of Rav, who say: Beneath the hide, I do not know, 
if one concealed the knife beneath a cloth” that is around the ani- 
mal’s neck, what is the halakha? If one concealed the knife beneath 
tangled wool" on the neck of a sheep, what is the halakha? The 
Gemara concludes: These dilemmas shall stand unresolved. 


Rav Pappa raises a dilemma: If one concealed the knife in cutting 
the minority of the simanim" and cut the majority of the simanim 
in the standard manner, what is the halakha? The Gemara 
concludes: The dilemma shall stand unresolved. 


MI S HN A With regard to one who slaughters by cut- 


ting two animals’ heads simultaneously, 
his slaughter is valid." If two people are grasping a knife and 
slaughtering one animal, even if each is holding a knife and slaugh- 
tering one above and one below, with each one slaughtering at a 
different point in the neck, their slaughter is valid. If one decapi- 
tated the animal in one motion" and did not slaughter the animal 
in the standard manner of drawing the knife back and forth, the 
slaughter is not valid." In a case where one was in the process of 
slaughtering the animal in the standard manner and he decapi- 
tated the animal in one motion,™ if the length of the knife is 
equivalent to the breadth of the animal's entire neck, the slaughter 


is valid. 


If one was in the process of slaughtering two animals simultane- 
ously, and he decapitated two heads in one motion," if the length 
of the knife is equivalent to the breadth of an entire neck of one 
of the animals, the slaughter is valid. In what case is this statement, 
that one must be concerned about the length of the knife, said? 
It is when one drew the knife back and did not draw it forth, or 
drew it forth and did not draw it back; but if he drew it back and 
forth," even if the knife was of any length, even if he slaughtered 
with a scalpel [be’izemel],' the slaughter is valid. 


HALAKHA 


If one concealed the knife in cutting the minority of the 
simanim — DD vaya von: If after cutting a majority 
of the simanim, one concealed the knife beneath or behind 
the remaining minority and cut it in an upward motion, the 
slaughter is valid, in accordance with the opinion of most early 
commentaries. Some rule that even in that case it is prohibited 
to eat the meat of the animal (Rashi), and one should adhere 
to this ruling ab initio. 

If one concealed the knife beneath the minority of one 
siman and cut it in an upward motion, and then cut the majority 
of that siman in a downward motion; or if one cut the majority 
of the upper siman, concealed the knife beneath the remaining 
minority and cut it in an upward motion, and then cut the sec- 
ond siman in a downward motion; or if he concealed the knife 
and cut a minority of the upper siman and then completed the 
slaughter in the prescribed manner, in all of these cases the 
slaughter is not valid, in accordance with the explanations of 
Rav Pappa’s dilemma by various early commentaries. 

The Rema writes that the custom is to prohibit the consump- 
tion of the meat of any animal that was slaughtered with a 
concealed knife, regardless of which part of a siman was cut in 
this manner. That is the custom in many Sephardic communities 
as well (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Shehita 3:10; Shulhan 
Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 24:10-11 and Kaf HaHayyim there). 


One who slaughters two animals’ heads simultaneously his 
slaughter is valid — TWW inven Inxs PKT vriw: If one 
cuts the heads of two animals simultaneously the slaughter is 
valid. One may do so ab initio (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot 
Shehita 2:9; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 24:3 and Shakh there). 


If one decapitated the animal in one motion the slaughter is 
not valid — mbps mms naa W7 ms pant: If one decapitates 
an animal by placing the knife on the neck of the animal and 


pressing in the manner that one cuts a radish or a cucumber, 
the slaughter is not valid. Needless to say, if one strikes the 
neck with the knife and cuts the simanim in the manner that 
one wields a sword, the slaughter is not valid (Rambam Sefer 
Kedusha, Hilkhot Shehita 3:11; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De'a 24:1). 


One was slaughtering the animal and he decapitated it in 
one motion - NNN nia WNIT DNN PAT oniw mit: f one is 
slaughtering an animal and decapitates it by drawing the knife 
backward or by drawing the knife forward, if the knife is two 
neck breadths long the slaughter is valid; if it is not that long, 
the slaughter is not valid. If the knife is the prescribed length, 
and sharp, and he slaughtered the animal by drawing less than 
the entire length of the knife either backward or forward, the 
slaughter is valid, provided that his intent was to use the entire 
length of the knife (Tevuot Shor). Others disagree (Rambam 
Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Shehita 2:9; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 24:2; 
Shulhan Arukh HaRav). 


If one was slaughtering two animals and he decapitated two 
heads in one motion — ANN N22 pwr ww PAN oniV mT: 

If one slaughters two animals with a single backward or forward 
motion, the slaughter is valid, provided that the knife is at least 
three neck breadths long. If the knife is shorter, the concern is 
that he pressed the knife rather than drawing it back and forth, 
and it is prohibited to eat the meat of those animals (Rambam 
Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Shehita 2:9; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 24:3, 
and see Shakh there). 


But if he drew it back and forth - wam y phin OX bax: If one 
slaughtered an animal by drawing the knife back and forth, 
even if he did so with a blade of any length, the slaughter 
is valid (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Shehita 3:11; Shulhan 
Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 24:2). 


This file may not be reproduced or distributed in any form without express permission from the publisher 


vast aew vay PPa ITD IA 
at may ow) pinw yn” KT 


px —"onwey PRIDEN IVIT xan 
RIN NIT 9) JOR Nes “OIWY 
ow) ane yn” wine) ony sat” 

at may 


-TE AN” DIT D TKY N 
DINW YN” vow KANIT OTD TUY 
Pow 


1a IP a NYS m? pa MT sa 
MOT INA NIWY a OTNI 
yin ert pay xan 


Perek II 
Daf 31 Amuda 


MDT DTS 


Jv DINT NIN 9D) MDI YS NT) 
PIS OMI! 37 WON KPLI WNT 
ange mip? 99) mea? Toy Ew 
Npe agg NY ay” = "ava DIY 
TOY TY Pry oTi aa "raya" 

Ipad py) Te? 


G E M ARA" mishna stated: If one decapitated the 


animal in one motion, the slaughter is not 
valid. The Gemara asks: From where is this matter derived?" 
Shmuel said: It is derived from a verse, as the verse states: “Their 
tongue is a sharpened [shahut] arrow, it speaks deceit” (Jeremiah 
9:7). Just as an arrow is propelled by drawing back the bowstring, so 
too, slaughter [shehita] must be performed by drawing the knife 
across the animal's neck and not by pressing the knife or striking the 
neck with the knife. 


Likewise, the school of Rabbi Yishmael taught: The verse states: 
“And he shall slaughter [veshahat] the young bull before the Lord” 
(Leviticus 1:5). The term “veshahat” means nothing other than: 
And he shall draw the knife across the neck of the animal. And simi- 
larly, the verse states: “And King Solomon made two hundred tar- 
gets of drawn [shahut] gold” (1 Kings 10:16), meaning gold that is 
smoothed in the manner of goldsmiths. And the verse states: “Their 

tongue is a sharpened arrow, it speaks deceit” (Jeremiah 9:7). 


The Gemara asks: What is the purpose of citing the additional 

verse introduced with the term: And the verse states? The Gemara 

answers: And if you would say that the term “drawn [shahut] gold” 
means that the gold was spun like soft thread [kehut], come and 

hear: “Their tongue is a sharpened [shahut] arrow.’ In this verse, 
shahut means drawn like the bowstring that propels an arrow, and is 

not a reference to thread. 


The Gemara relates: Rava would examine the arrow" for Rabbi 
Yona bar Tahlifa to ensure that there were no notches in it. And 
Rabbi Yona bar Tahlifa shot the arrow and slaughtered a bird with 
it as it was flying." The Gemara challenges: And perhaps when the 
arrow cut the bird’s neck it performed an inverted slaughter, with 
the arrow concealed in the neck, and cut the simanim from back to 
front. The Gemara responds: We see 


that the feathers at the front of the neck were unraveled by the arrow, 
a clear indication that slaughter was performed from the front of 
the neck. 


The Gemara notes another difficulty encountered in the slaughter of 
a flying bird with an arrow. But doesn’t the bird’s blood require 
covering with earth? And if you would say that Rabbi Yona bar 
Tahlifa covers the blood, but doesn’t Rabbi Zeira say that Rav says: 
In fulfilling the mitzva of covering the blood, one who slaughters an 
undomesticated animal or bird must place earth beneath" the blood 
and earth above it, as it is stated: “He shall spill its blood, and cover 
it in earth” (Leviticus 17:13). It is not stated: Cover it with earth, 
but rather “in earth.” This teaches that one who slaughters must 
place earth beneath the blood and earth above the blood, so that 
the blood will be within the earth. 


NOTES 

From where is this matter derived - song I: 
Ostensibly, there is no need for a Torah source, as it 
is a halakha transmitted to Moses from Sinai (see 27a). 
Some write that this verse is cited as a mere support 
but that it is not the source of the halakha (Ramban). 
Rashi writes that the halakha that pressing the knife 
invalidates slaughter is unique among the halakhot of 
slaughter in that it is derived from a verse. 


And he slaughtered a bird with it as it was flying - 
MDA Ta KY A3 PNW: This indicates that slaughter 
may be performed with a single motion, i.e., drawing 

the knife either backward or forward, even ab initio. 
This seems to contradict the Josefta (1:9), which states 

that one is required to draw the knife back and forth ab 

initio. Some explain that since in this case there was no 

alternative method of slaughter, as the bird was flying 

by, it is treated like a case after the fact (Peri Hadash 

Yoreh De‘a 24:3; see Peri Megadim). 


HALAKHA 

Would examine the arrow - XY a p ta m2: If one 
threw a knife and it slaughtered a bird in flight, the 
slaughter is valid, provided that he made certain that 
the knife was not concealed between the simanim or 
under the hide during the slaughter. If he found the 
feathers of the bird cut at the place of slaughter, he can 
be certain that the slaughter was not performed with 
the knife concealed (Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh Dea 3:1). 


HALAKHA 

One who slaughters must place earth beneath — 
mond 39% JEW Pw Miwa: One who slaughters an 
undomesticated animal or a bird must prepare loose 
earth beforehand for use in covering the blood. Even 
if there was already earth there, one must verbally des- 
ignate it (Sefer Halttur; Rashi). Others, such as the Rosh, 
disagree and say that it is not necessary to verbally 
designate the earth (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot 
Shehita 14:14; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 28:5, and see 
Shakh and Rabbi Akiva Eiger there). 
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NOTES 


That he would designate for himself the earth of the 
entire valley — xpne A737 aay av) panat: Since the 
blood must be covered with loose earth designated 
or that purpose, it is necessary for all the surrounding 
earth to be crushed, such as in the case of a plowed 
field. Alternatively, the case may be one where the val- 
ey was filled with earth that was loose already, and 
one designated it for use in covering the blood (Rashi). 
From Rashi’s second explanation it is apparent that he 
holds that if one did not perform an action to designate 
he earth for use in the mitzva of covering the blood, 
he is required to verbally designate the earth for that 
purpose (Sefer Halttur; Sefer Yere'im 438). Other early 
commentaries disagree, as there is no mention here of 
verbal designation. Rather, the issue is that the earth in 
a valley is typically hard and must be crushed in order 
o render it fit for use in the mitzva (Or Zarua; Rashba; 
Rosh; see Meromei Sadeh). 


One entire neck beyond the breadth of two necks - 
pray ww) yan wey wna: If the knife was only two neck 
breadths long, some commentaries hold that the 
slaughter of the animal closer to the slaughterer is not 
valid. This is because when drawing the knife toward 
himself, by the time the second neck breadth of the 
nife was drawn over the simanim of the animal posi- 
ioned further from the slaughterer, only one neck 
breadth of the knife was drawn over the simanim of the 
animal positioned closer to the slaughterer (Rosh, and 
see Taz). By contrast, the Ramban writes that it is prohib- 
ited to eat both animals. Since the person slaughtered 
both animals in the same act of slaughter with the same 
knife, since there is a concern that he pressed the knife 
when slaughtering one animal, presumably he pressed 
the knife when slaughtering the second animal as well. 


LANGUAGE 


Valley [patka] — xm3: It appears that the letters of 
the word pakta were transposed in this term. Pakta is 
a variation of the term bakta, meaning valley or plain. 
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The Gemara answers that Rabbi Yona bar Tahlifa would designate 
for himself the earth of the entire valley [patka]™ before shooting 
the arrow. That earth would serve as the layer of earth beneath the 
blood and he would proceed to cover the blood with another layer 
of earth. 


§ The mishna teaches: In a case where one was in the process of 
slaughtering the animal in the standard manner and he decapi- 
tated the animal in one motion, if the length of the knife is equiva- 
lent to the breadth of the animal's entire neck, the slaughter is valid. 
Rabbi Zeira says: The knife must be equivalent to the breadth of 
the animal’s entire neck and extend beyond the neck. 


A dilemma was raised before the Sages: Did Rabbi Zeira mean: 
Equivalent to the breadth of the animal’s entire neck and extend 
beyond the neck by an amount equivalent to the breadth of the 
entire neck, in which case the length of the knife would equal the 
breadth of two necks? Or perhaps he meant: Equivalent to the 
breadth of the entire neck and beyond the neck by any amount? 


The Gemara suggests: Come and hear proof to resolve the dilemma 
from the continuation of the mishna: If one was in the process of 
slaughtering two animals simultaneously, and he decapitated two 
heads in one motion, if the length of the knife is equivalent to the 
breadth of an entire neck of one of the animals the slaughter is 
valid. The Gemara asks: What is the meaning of the phrase: The 
breadth of an entire neck of one of the animals? If we say that it 
means the breadth of one entire neck and nothing more, that is 
difficult. Now, for the slaughter of one animal, we require that the 
knife be equivalent to the breadth of the animal’s entire neck and 
extend beyond the neck; for the slaughter of two animals, is it 
possible that a knife whose length is equivalent to the breadth of 
one animal’s entire neck would be sufficient? Rather, it is obvious 
that it means that the length of the knife must be equivalent to the 
breadth of one entire neck beyond the breadth of two necks." 


The Gemara suggests: Learn from the mishna that Rabbi Zeira 
means that the length of the knife must be equivalent to the breadth 
of the animal’s entire neck and extend beyond the neck by the 
breadth of the entire neck. The Gemara concludes: Indeed, learn 
from it that this was Rabbi Zeira’s intent. 


§ The mishna continues: In what case is this statement said? It is 
when one drew the knife back and did not draw it forth, or drew 
it forth and did not draw it back. But if he drew it back and forth, 
even if the knife was of any length, even if he slaughtered with a 
scalpel, the slaughter is valid. Rav Menashe said: This is the halakha 
in the case of a scalpel" that does not have protrusions from 
the sides. If there are protrusions, since the scalpel is short, there 
is concern that the corners may perforate the simanim or enter 
between the simanim and invalidate the slaughter. 


Rav Aha, son of Rav Avya, said to Rav Menashe: What is the 
halakha with regard to slaughter with a needle? Rav Menashe said 
to him: A needle pierces the simanim, as it perforates the neck 
instead of cutting it. 


In the case of a scalpel, etc. - spy bara: If one slaughtered by 
drawing the knife back and forth the slaughter is valid, regardless 
of the length of the blade. One may not use a sharp implement 
that pierces rather than cuts. One may not slaughter with a needle, 
even if it is somewhat wide like the needles that cobblers use to 
cut their thread. Since today the minimal measure of what was 
regarded as a small knife is not known, one must make certain, to 
the best of his ability, that he not press the blade into the animal's 
neck when drawing the knife back and forth. One should use a 


HALAKHA 


(based on Midrash Rabba) that it must be fourteen fingerbreadths 
long, which is the numerical value of the term “bazeh" in the verse: 
“And slaughter them with this [bazeh]” (| Samuel 14:34). The Rema 
writes that the custom is to be stringent and invalidate slaughter 
performed with any knife that is not at least a little longer than 
the breadth of the neck. It appears that when slaughtering birds 
even if the knife was not that long the slaughter is valid after the 
fact (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Shehita 1:27, 2:9, 3:11; Shulhan 
Arukh, Yoreh De’a 8:1, 24:1 and Arukh HaShulhan there). 


knife that is at least two neck breadths long ab initio. Some say 


This file may not be reproduced or distributed in any form without express permission from the publisher 


KIIN AVY WX PNA DIVINI KUMA 
DDDWINT NOMI ay, NXT be Hox 
wD tah nop NTa Sane bony xh 

a -mY bs ND WD NP 


NON TYI POD NT TaN 297 
OW OBVANT KUTA KAWI BDVINT 
xpo a XD bane: axon bnn 
op b pyw bam Joh: KIAN JYT 

‘i yove xp orp D ow bape wx 


rp oy Aes meme pap 71792 OAA 
DRY waxy abe maria money 
Soin nay nat maw a Tba) 


MIDI- NIT APT KI TDT NAYO TA 
papa 877 aa Dy aN 


vars erm) pnp yoy NYT xan JNA 
POT NPY MOV ATT NOT PITKIN 
nab bpisa ayyid pad pt ean 
BAIN) TEI M 31 — ABTS NEN) 
T37 sad vos sam ad an set pis 

DID 


Rav Aha then asked Rav Menashe: What is the halakha with 
regard to slaughtering with a cobbler’s needle," which is flat and 
has sharp sides? Rav Menashe said to him: We already learn in 
the mishna: Even if the knife was of any length, the slaughter is 
valid. What, is it not referring to slaughter with a cobbler’s nee- 
dle? The Gemara responds: No. The reference is to slaughtering 
with a scalpel, which is larger than a cobbler’s needle. The Gemara 
objects: The tanna teaches the case of a scalpel explicitly in the 
mishna. Therefore, the phrase in the mishna: A knife ofany length, 
must be referring to an item smaller than a scalpel. The Gemara 
explains: The subsequent mention of the scalpel is explaining the 
phrase: Even if the knife was of any length. What is the knife of 
any length with which slaughter is valid? It is a scalpel. 


This too stands to reason, as, if it enters your mind that the 
phrase: A knife of any length, is referring to a cobbler’s needle, 
now that it is permitted to slaughter with a cobbler’s needle, is it 
necessary for the tanna to teach that it is permitted to slaughter 
with a scalpel, which is larger than a cobbler’s needle? The Gemara 
rejects that reasoning: It is necessary for the mishna to teach both 
the case ofa cobbler’s needle and the case of a scalpel, as it could 
enter your mind to say that it is prohibited to slaughter with a 
scalpel even though it is permitted to slaughter with a cobbler’s 
needle. The reasoning for this distinction would be: Let the Sages 
issue a decree prohibiting the use of a scalpel with no protru- 
sions due to the prohibition against using a scalpel with protru- 
sions. Therefore, the tanna teaches us that there is no decree and 
it is permitted to slaughter with a scalpel that has no protrusions. 


MI S HN A If a knife fell and slaughtered" an animal, 

although the knife slaughtered the animal 
in the standard manner, the slaughter is not valid, as it is stated: 
“And you shall slaughter... and you shall eat” (Deuteronomy 


27:7), from which it is derived: That which you slaughter you may 
eat, and that which was slaughtered on its own, you may not eat. 


G E M ARA The mishna teaches that if a knife fell and 


slaughtered an animal the slaughter is not 
valid. The Gemara notes: The reason the slaughter is not valid is 
that the knife fell. But by inference, if one dropped the knife the 
slaughter is valid," and that is the halakha even though when 
dropping the knife he did not intend to slaughter the animal." 


The Gemara asks: Who is the tanna who holds that we do not 
require intent for slaughter? Rava said: It is Rabbi Natan, as 
Oshaya, the youngest of the company of Sages, taught a baraita: 
If one threw a knife to embed it in the wall and in the course of 
its flight the knife went and slaughtered an animal in its proper 
manner, Rabbi Natan deems the slaughter valid and the Rabbis 
deem the slaughter not valid. Oshaya teaches the baraita and he 
says about it: The halakha is in accordance with the opinion of 
Rabbi Natan that there is no need for intent to perform a valid act 
of slaughter. 


HALAKHA 


If a knife fell and slaughtered - nonw) pap mbps: If a knife falls 
on its own, even if it results in the simanim being cut properly, the 
slaughter is not valid (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Shehita 2:11-12; 


Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh Dea 3:1). 


If one dropped the knife the slaughter is valid - wa x17 avon: 
Slaughter of non-sacred animals does not require intent. Therefore, 
even if one was absentmindedly cutting with a knife, or he threw a 


knife seeking to embed it in the wall, and it slaughtered an animal in 
the process, the slaughter is valid. Even if he dropped the knife from 
his hand, or kicked it with his foot with no intent, the slaughter is 
valid, in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Natan. Nevertheless, 
the slaughter is valid only if the knife was propelled by one’s action. 
If the knife was on his lap or in his hand and it fell on its own, the 
slaughter is not valid (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Shehita 2:12; 
Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 3:1). 


NOTES 


Cobbler’s needle — +3387 KYA: Rashi and the 
Ramban explain that this is a wide needle with 
sharpened edges like a knife. The Ran explains that 
it is a type of needle whose tip is not pointed but 
forms a wide, flat edge. 


Artifact that resembles a cobbler’s needle according to Rashi 


a ES 


Cobbler’s needle according to the Ran 


If one dropped the knife [hippilah] it is valid and 
even though he did not intend to slaughter the 
animal — pDA KYT as by qe wa ein aban: Some 
interpret this to mean that the knife fell from his 
hand. In that case, it is considered the action of a 
competent person, a concept that is also pertinent 
to the halakhot of damages. If a stone was in one’s 
lap unbeknownst to him, and he stood and it fell and 
caused damage, he is liable to pay compensation 
for the damage caused (Bava Kamma 26b). On that 
basis, the case in the mishna: If a knife fell [nafla] 
and slaughtered, where the slaughter is not valid, 
is a case where the wind caused the knife to fall 
(Rashba). Others explain that the slaughter is valid 
only if the person propels the knife downward, as 
he slaughter must be accomplished by his action. 
There is no room to liken this situation to the hal- 
akhot of damages, where one is liable for indirect 
damage as well (Ra'ah; Meiri on 12b). Rashi adds that 
he slaughter is valid only if one has intent to propel 
he knife downward, as only in that case does the 
slaughter relate to the slaughterer, and he thereby 
ulfills the verse: “And you shall slaughter. ..and you 
shall eat” (Deuteronomy 27:7). If he had no intent to 
propel the knife downward this is tantamount to 
a case where the wind knocked the knife from his 
hand, and the slaughter is not valid (Rosh). 
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NOTES 


With regard to a transgression punishable by karet 
she was rendered permitted, with regard to a pro- 
hibition punishable by death is it necessary to say — 
KYD AD VDR TUNT MI pi: Ifa man engages 
in intercourse with a menstruating woman, which is 


he status of a woman from the moment she begins 
menstruating until she is purified through immersion 
in a ritual bath, both the man and the woman are liable 
o receive karet (Leviticus 20:18). One who is impure 
and partakes of teruma is liable to receive death at the 
hand of Heaven (Leviticus 22:9). Although karet is also 
a form of death at the hand of Heaven and not a court- 
imposed death penalty, there is a difference between 
he two punishments. Death at the hand of Heaven 


is manifest in the person dying before his time. Karet 
is manifest in the excision of his children as well; he 
dies childless (Rashi on Shabbat 25a; see Shita Mekub- 
betzet). Additional interpretations of the scope of karet 
are suggested elsewhere in talmudic literature, e.g., 
when punished with karet, one dies at the age of fifty, 
whereas with death at the hand of Heaven, one dies 
at the age of sixty (see Moed Katan 28a and Jerusalem 
Talmud, Bikkurim 2:1), and karet is said to entail sudden 
death (Moed Katan 28a). The Rambam writes, based on 
Torat Kohanim, that death at the hand of Heaven refers 
to physical death, whereas karet relates to the excision 
of the transgressor's soul from the World-to-Come. 


164. 
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The Gemara asks: But didn’t Rava already say it one time that the 
mishna is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Natan? As we 
learned in a mishna (2a): And with regard to any of them, a deaf- 
mute, an imbecile, or a minor, who slaughtered an animal and others 
see and supervise them, their slaughter is valid even though they 
are incapable of intent. And we said: Who is the tanna who holds 
that we do not require intent for slaughter? And Rava said: It is 
Rabbi Natan. 


The Gemara answers: Both statements are necessary. As had Rava 
taught us his statement there with regard to a deaf-mute, an imbecile, 
and a minor, one would have thought that the slaughter is valid due 
to the fact that although the individual lacks intent to slaughter the 
animal, he intends his action for the sake of cutting in general. But 
here, with regard to throwing a knife at the wall, where he does not 
intend to cut at all, say no, the slaughter is not valid. 


And had Rava taught us his statement here with regard to throwing 
the knife, one would have thought that the slaughter is valid is due 
to the fact that it comes due to the action of a mentally competent 
person. But there, with regard to slaughter by a deaf-mute, an imbe- 
cile, ora minor, where the slaughter does not come due to the action 
of a mentally competent person, say that the slaughter is not valid. 
Therefore, it is necessary for Rava to teach both cases. 


§ The mishna is now cited as proof in an amoraic dispute. It was 
stated: With regard to a menstruating woman’ who, after the men- 
strual flow ended, was compelled against her will and immersed in 
a ritual bath, Rav Yehuda says that Rav says: She is ritually pure 
vis-a-vis her house, i.e., it is permitted for her to engage in inter- 
course with her husband, but it is prohibited for her to partake of 
teruma because the immersion is not considered valid for that pur- 
pose. And Rabbi Yohanan says: She was not purified even vis-a-vis 
her house. 


Rava said to Rav Nahman: According to the opinion of Rav, who 
says that she is ritually pure vis-a-vis her house but it is prohibited 
for her to partake of teruma, it is difficult. With regard to a trans- 
gression punishable by karet,’ i.e., intercourse with a menstruating 
woman, she was rendered permitted by immersion against her will; 
with regard to partaking of teruma, a prohibition punishable by 
death at the hand of Heaven, which is a lesser punishment, is it 
necessary to say" that it is permitted for her through immersion 
against her will? Why then does Rav deem it prohibited for her to 
partake of teruma? 


BACKGROUND 


Menstruating woman - 1732: By Torah law, a woman is ritually 
impure for seven days after the onset of her menstrual bleeding. 
On the eve of the eighth day, she immerses in a spring or ritual 
bath for purification. By Torah law, a menstruating woman may 
purify herself on the eve of the eighth day even if the flow of 
menstrual blood continued for seven days and ended just before 
nightfall on the seventh day. The Talmud recounts that women 
themselves adopted a more stringent practice. Consequently, 
any woman who experiences uterine bleeding is required to 
wait seven clean days with no emission of blood and only then 
immerse in the ritual bath. From the beginning of her menstrual 
period until she immerses in the ritual bath, she renders both 
people and vessels with which she comes into contact, as well 
as people who carry her without making contact, ritually impure. 
While she has the status of a menstruating woman, if she is mar- 
ried to a priest she may not partake of teruma, which must be 
consumed in a state of purity. By Torah law, intercourse with a 
woman before her immersion and purification is forbidden (see 


Leviticus 18:19). One who engages in intercourse with her becomes 
ritually impure for seven days, and both the man and the woman 
are liable to receive karet (see Leviticus 20:18). 


Karet — mya: This term refers to a divine punishment for serious 
transgressions. The precise definition of the term is a matter of 
dispute among the commentaries, with opinions including pre- 
mature or sudden death, barrenness, the death of the sinner’s 
children, and excision of the soul from the World-to-Come. In trac- 
tate Karetot thirty-six transgressions punishable by karet are listed, 
all of which entail violations of prohibitions, with two exceptions: 
Failure to sacrifice the Paschal offering at the appointed time, and 
failure to circumcise oneself. Only one who intentionally commits 
one of the transgressions is liable to receive karet. In the case of 
some of these prohibitions, if one violated them in the presence of 
witnesses, he is subject to a court-imposed death penalty or lashes. 
One who unwittingly violates one of the prohibitions punishable 
by karet is liable to bring a sin offering for atonement. 
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Rav Nahman said to him: The halakhic status of her husband is 

non-sacred, and non-sacred items do not require intent for puri- 
fication. And from where do you say so? It is as we learned in a 

mishna (Mikvaot 5:6): In the case of a wave that was detached" 

from the sea, and in it were forty sea of water, and that wave fell on 

an impure person or on impure vessels, they are ritually pure. 
What, is it not that a person is similar to vessels? Just as vessels 

do not intend to be purified and they are purified by the wave, so 

too, a person does not require intent in order to be purified. 


The Gemara rejects that proof: From where is there proof that 
this is the meaning of the mishna? Perhaps we are dealing with the 
case of one who sits near the water and waits to determine when 
the wave will be detached, which is tantamount to having intent 
to immerse, 


and vessels are similar to a person: Just as for a person, we require 
his intent for purification, so too for vessels, they are purified only 
in a case where a person intends for them to be purified. 


And if you would say: If the mishna is referring to the case of one 
who sits and waits to determine when the wave will be detached, 
what is the purpose of stating this halakha? It is obvious and 
introduces no novel element. 


The Gemara responds that there is a novel element in this halakha. 
Lest you say: Let us issue a decree that a detached wave does not 
effect purification due to the concern that otherwise, one would 
receive the mistaken impression that one is purified in a cascade 
[hardalit]' of rainwater" containing forty sea. The halakha is that 
rainwater purifies only when pooled in one place. Alternatively, let 
us issue a decree that the edges of the waves, which are in contact 
with the ground, are ineffective in purifying people and vessels 
standing on the ground due to the concern that otherwise one 
would receive the mistaken impression that vessels are purified even 
if one pushes them upward into the arc of the waves while the water 
remains airborne.® Therefore, the tanna teaches us that we do not 
issue either of those decrees. 


And from where do you say that we do not immerse in the arcs 
of waves? As we learned in a baraita: One may immerse in the 
edges of waves, but one may not immerse in their arcs,“ as one 
may not immerse in air. Immersion may be performed only on 
the ground. 


NOTES 


Cascade of rainwater - DWA by mann: The word hardalit 
means a current or waterfall descending : a mountain. In Rav Hai 
Gaon’s version of the Gemara, the word was hardalit, with har 
meaning mountain. This cascade of rainwater does not purify 
even if it consists of forty se‘a of water, because water, with 
the exception of the water of a spring, purifies only when it is 
pooled in one place. Water that is descending an incline does 
not have the status of a pool, as was taught in a mishna (Mikvaot 
5:6) according to Beit Hillel. Since a wave that falls on a person or 
a vessel is similar in its configuration to a cascade of rainwater 
in that each one is connected to a larger pool of water but is 
not an integral part of it, the concern is that one may confuse 
the two and come to purify himself in a cascade of rainwater. 


One may immerse in the edges but one may not immerse 
in their arcs - p923 papa pRipwrta praon: Rashi (Hagiga 
19a) explains that the term edges in this context refers to the top 
of the wave after it falls to the ground, and the term arcs refers to 
the wave while it is still airborne. One may not immerse vessels 
in the airborne wave as immersion only purifies when it is in 
water that is pooled on the ground. Others explain that edges 
refers to the wave while it is airborne, and arcs refers to the air 
under the arc of the wave (Ra'ah). According to this explanation, 
the phrase in the Gemara: As one may not immerse in air, is a 
reference to the actual air, and not to water that is airborne (see 
Beur HaGra). Rabbeinu Hananel (Hagiga 19a) explains that edges 
refers to waves that have not broken, while arcs refers to break- 
ing waves (see Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Mikvaot 9:18). 


—— NOTES — 
A wave that was detached — whnaw bs: The Meiri explains 
that although the wave is connected to the sea, and con- 
nection to the sea renders water fit to serve as a ritual bath, 
the wave must consist of at least forty sea of water, because 
the water one immerses in must suffice to cover one's entire 
body. Even if the individual who is immersing is short, the 
waters of the wave will not cover his entire body if they 
measure less than this amount, as they spread out. Others 
indicate that the Gemara is referring to a wave that has 
become entirely removed from its place, so that it is no 
longer connected to the sea at all (Josafot; Siah Yitzhak). 


HALAKHA 

A wave that was detached - won by: The halakhic sta- 
tus of a sea is the same as that of a spring, which purifies 
when it is moving. Therefore, if a wave containing forty se‘a 
is detached from the sea and falls upon a person or vessels, 
the immersion is valid, as one is not required to have intent 
to immerse in order to be purified for non-sacred purposes 
(Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Mikvaot 9:17; Shulhan Arukh, 
Yoreh De'a 201:5). 


LANGUAGE 
Cascade [hardalit] - mann: The geonim have a version 
in which this is hardalit, with a heh instead of a het, and 
they explain that it is a contraction of har dala, meaning 
something that flows down a mountain. Others claim that 
the word is related to one of the meanings of hared, quick, 
and that the reference is to a fast current. Yet others associate 
it with the Greek xapáðpa, kharadra, meaning a flow of 
water descending from a mountain. 


BACKGROUND 
Edges and arcs of a wave — P93) px: 


Structure of a wave 


HALAKHA 

One may not immerse in their arcs — »5’32 pave pr: 
If one immersed impure vessels in an airborne wave the 
immersion is not valid, even if the wave contained forty 
sea of water. Similarly, if one tossed vessels into the middle 
of a wave that was configured like an arch, with both its 
edges touching the ground, the immersion is not valid, in 
accordance with both explanations of the baraita (Rambam 
Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Mikvaot 9:18; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 
201:5). 
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HALAKHA 

If produce fell into a stream, etc. - qb bow niva 
^3) DT NaN: In a case where produce fell into a 
stream and one with impure hands removed the pro- 
duce, it is not rendered susceptible to ritual impurity. 
If he intended to purify his hands in the water, the 
produce is rendered susceptible to ritual impurity by 
means of the water on his hands, as the water on his 
hands, and by extension the water on the produce, 
came to be there of his own volition (Rambam Sefer 
Tahara, Hilkhot Mikvaot 12:10, and see Or Same‘ah 
there). 


If one immersed for the purpose of eating non- 
sacred food, etc. - ^3) poand bap: One who immersed 
in a ritual bath with no intent is ritually pure for the 
purposes of non-sacred food. Nevertheless, he may 
not partake of second-tithe produce until he immerses 
with intent to purify himself for that, in accordance 
with Rav Nahman’s explanation of the mishna (Ram- 
bam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Shear Avot HaTumot 13:2). 


If one immersed without intent to assume the 
presumptive status of ritual purity, it is as though 
he did not immerse - bay x5 Pya pirat xy baw: 
One who immerses must have intent to immerse. If he 
lacks that intent, he is ritually pure vis-a-vis non-sacred 
produce, but for teruma and sacrificial food he is pure 
only if he immerses with intent to purify himself for 
those, in accordance with Rav Nahman's explanation 
of the mishna (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Mikvaot 
1:8, 11:12). 


NOTES 


In the category of: But when water is placed - 133 
Įm: There is a principle that food becomes susceptible 
toritua impurity only if it first comes into contact with 
one of the seven liquids, which are water, wine, blood, 
olive oil, milk, dew, and honey. This is based on the 
verse: “But when water is placed upon the seed, and 
any of their carcass falls upon it, it is impure for you’ 
The contact must be volitional, whether the person 
was interested in the food's contact with one of these 
iquids from the outset, or whether the liquid fell on the 
ood and he then decided that it suited him. 


If one immersed for the purpose of eating non- 
sacred food — pond bap: By Torah law, it is permitted 
o eat non-sacred food while in a state of ritual impu- 
rity. It is prohibited for an impure person to partake 
of teruma, second-tithe produce, or sacrificial food. 
There were those who were meticulous and ate their 
non-sacred food in a state of ritual purity. They did so 
either to ensure that they would not inadvertently 
come to partake of teruma or second tithe in a state of 
ritual impurity, or as a manifestation of their decision 
to live a life of purity and separation. They are often 
characterized as ascetics [perushim] or as haverim, in 
contradistinction to those who were unreliable with 
regard to ritual impurity [amei haaretz]. 
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The Gemara again asks: But in any event, from where do we derive 
that non-sacred items do not require intent? The Gemara answers: 
It is as we learned in a mishna (Makhshirin 4:7): Produce becomes 
susceptible to ritual impurity only if it is dampened by one of seven 
liquids and its owner was amenable to its dampening. This is derived 
from the verse: “But when water is placed on the seed, and some of 
their carcass shall fall on it, it is impure to you” (Leviticus 11:38). If 
produce fell into a stream," and one whose hands were ritually 
impure extended his hands and took the produce from the water 
channel, his hands are ritually pure through immersion in the 
stream, and this produce is not in the category of: “But when water 
is placed.”" The produce is not susceptible to ritual impurity because 
the owner did not intend that his hands become wet. 


But if he placed his hands into the stream so that his hands would be 
rinsed and purified, his hands are ritually pure, and the produce is 
in the category of: “But when water is placed.” Since he was amenable 
to the dampening of his hands, the water on his hands renders the 
produce susceptible to ritual impurity. From the first case in the 
mishna it is clear that his hands are purified even though his intent 
was not to immerse them in the water. 


Rava raised an objection to Rav Nahman from a mishna (Hagiga 
18b): If one immersed for the purpose of eating non-sacred food" 
and assumed the presumptive status of ritual purity for non-sacred 
food, it is prohibited for him to partake of second-tithe produce. The 
Gemara infers: If one assumed the presumptive status of ritual 
purity with regard to non-sacred food, yes, it is permitted for him to 
eat non-sacred food; if he did not assume the presumptive status, 
he may not eat non-sacred food. This indicates that even when 
immersing in order to partake of non-sacred food, one must intend 
to assume the presumptive status of ritual purity. 


Rav Nahman rejects the proof from the mishna and says that no intent 
is required to assume the presumptive status of ritual purity in order 
to eat non-sacred food. Rather, this is what the mishna is saying: 
Although he assumes the presumptive status of ritual purity for 
non-sacred food, it is prohibited for him to partake of second-tithe 
produce. 


Rava raised an objection to Rav Nahman from that same mishna: If 
one immersed without intent to assume the presumptive status of 
ritual purity, it is as though he did not immerse." What, is the mean- 
ing of the mishna not that it is as though he did not immerse at all? 


Rav Nahman rejects that proof as well. No, it means that if he 

immersed without intent it is as though he did not immerse to 

partake of second-tithe produce, but in that case, he immersed for 
non-sacred food, for which no intent is necessary. The Gemara com- 
ments: Rava believed that Rav Nahman was merely putting him off 
with his claim that the formulation of the mishna does not conclu- 
sively support his objection; he believed that Rav Nahman was not 

stating the real meaning of the mishna. Rava then went out, exam- 
ined the sources, and discovered that it is taught in a baraita explic- 
itly in accordance with the opinion of Rav Nahman: If one immersed 

and had no intent to assume the presumptive status of ritual purity, 
it is permitted for him to eat non-sacred food, but it is prohibited 

for him to partake of second-tithe produce. 


Abaye said to Rav Yosef: Let us say that there will be a conclusive 
refutation of the opinion of Rabbi Yohanan from this baraita. 
This baraita states that immersion without intent is effective for 
non-sacred items, while Rabbi Yohanan said (31a) that if a woman 
who is impure due to menstruation immerses without intent she is 
forbidden to her husband, who is non-sacred. 


Rav Yosef said to him: Indeed, the baraita is contrary to his opinion, 
but Rabbi Yohanan is saying his opinion in accordance with the 
opinion of Rabbi Yonatan ben Yosef. 
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As it is taught in a baraita with regard to the verse dealing with the 

purification of a leprous garment, which must be laundered, quar- 
antined for a week, and then immersed in a ritual bath: “And the 

garment... that you shall wash and the leprosy departed from them, 
and it shall be washed a second time and shall be pure” (Leviticus 

13:58). Rabbi Yonatan ben Yosef says: It would have been sufficient 

for the verse to simply state: And it shall be washed and shall 

be pure. For what purpose does the verse state: “A second time”? 

The Torah juxtaposes the second washing, the immersion, with 

the first washing, the laundering. Just as the first washing is per- 
formed with intent, as it is written: “And the priest shall command 

that they wash the garment that has the leprous mark, and he shall 
quarantine it seven days more” (Leviticus 13:54), so too, the sec- 
ond washing, the immersion in a ritual bath, must be performed 

with intent. 


If so, based on the same juxtaposition, perhaps derive: Just as there, 
with regard to the first washing, we require the intent of a priest, 
who commands to wash the garment, so too here, with regard to 
the second washing, we require the intent of a priest. Therefore, 
the verse states: “And shall be pure” (Leviticus 13:58), indicating 
that there is purity in any case" where there is intent, even without 
a command from a priest. In the opinion of Rabbi Yonatan ben 
Yosef, even the immersion of the non-sacred garment must be 
performed with intent. Rav Yosef states that Rabbi Yohanan bases 
his statement on Rabbi Yonatan ben Yosef’s opinion. 


Rav Shimi bar Ashi objects to the association of the statement of 
Rabbi Yohanan with the opinion of Rabbi Yonatan ben Yosef: Did 
Rabbi Yohanan say that immersion of a non-sacred garment 
requires intent? But doesn’t Rabbi Yohanan say that the halakha 
is in accordance with an unattributed mishna? 


And we learned in the mishna: If a knife fell and slaughtered an 
animal, although the knife slaughtered the animal in the standard 
manner, the slaughter is not valid. And we discussed it: The rea- 
son the slaughter is not valid is that the knife fell. But by inference, 
if one dropped the knife the slaughter is valid, and that is the ruling 
even though when dropping the knife he did not intend to slaugh- 
ter the animal. And we say: Who is the tanna who holds that we 
do not require intent for slaughter? Rava said: It is Rabbi Natan. 
Based on his principle that the halakha is in accordance with an 
unattributed mishna, Rabbi Yohanan should rule in accordance 
with the opinion of Rabbi Natan cited in the unattributed mishna, 
and not in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yonatan ben Yosef. 


The Gemara answers: With regard to slaughter, even Rabbi 
Yonatan ben Yosef concedes that intent is not necessary. He learns 
this from the fact that the Merciful One revealed that if one acts 
unawares in performing the slaughter of sacrificial animals, with 
no intent to slaughter, the offering is disqualified. This is derived 
(13a) from the verse: “You shall slaughter it to your will” (Leviticus 
19:5). By inference, conclude that with regard to the slaughter of 
non-sacred animals we do not require intent. 


While on this subject the Gemara clarifies: And the Rabbis who 
disagree with Rabbi Natan and hold that slaughter of non-sacred 
animals requires intent would say: Although we do not require 
intent to slaughter non-sacred animals, we require intent to cut’ 
the neck of the animal. Throwing the knife down is not sufficient. 


Rava said that it was with this contention that Rabbi Natan over- 
came the Rabbis: He said: Is it written with regard to the slaughter 

of non-sacred animals: And you shall cut? It is written: “And you 

shall slaughter” (Deuteronomy 12:21). The Torah does not distin- 
guish between cutting and slaughtering; if we require intent for 
cutting, we should require intent even for slaughtering. Con- 
versely, if we do not require intent for slaughtering, we should 

also not require intent for cutting. 


NOTES 

And shall be pure, in any case - Dipa ben Wor: 
Since the term “and it shall be washed” refers to 
immersion for purification, there was no need for the 
Torah to add “and shall be pure” Rather, this teaches 
that the leprous garment is purified even in a manner 
that is not identical to the purification referred to in 
the term “and it shall be washed.” 


And the Rabbis would say: Although we do not 
require intent to slaughter non-sacred animals 
we require intent to cut — 7313 jv KoT paN 
pya apnnd mpa: This is the reason that slaughter 
is not valid when one throws the knife with intent to 
embed it in the wall, as there was no intent to cut at 
all (Rabbeinu Gershom Meor HaGola). Josafot explain 
that based on the earlier discussion (31a), intent to 
cut flesh is not sufficient; rather, intent to cut the 
simanim is required. 
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HALAKHA 


A woman who is a deaf-mute - nyy: A woman 
who is a deaf-mute or an imbecile, or who has lost her 
mind due to illness, requires a halakhically competent 
woman to examine her and to calculate her menstrual 
cycles. This enables the halakhically incompetent 
woman to become ritually pure. The halakhically 
competent woman supervises her immersion in a 
ritual bath. Subsequently, it is permitted to feed her 
teruma after nightfall (Rambam Sefer Zera’im, Hilkhot 
Terumot 7:5 and Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Issurei Bia 8:15; 
Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De'a 196:8). 


Where she fell from a bridge, etc. - wart pa nbew 
"131: In the case of a menstruating woman who is eligi- 
ble for immersion after her menstrual flow ceased and 
the seven clean days elapsed, and she immerses with- 
out intending to do so, e.g. if she fell from a bridge 
into the water, and all the more so if she entered the 
water for relief from the heat, it is permitted for her to 
engage in intercourse with her husband. This ruling 
is in accordance with the opinion of Rav, as the entire 
discussion in the Gemara is conducted in accordance 
with his opinion, and in accordance with the opinion 
of Rabbi Natan. Others rule stringently and require her 
to immerse again, in accordance with the opinion of 
Rabbi Yohanan, as in disputes between Rav and Rabbi 
Yohanan the halakha is generally in accordance with 
the opinion of Rabbi Yohanan. Furthermore, since i 
is a case of uncertainty with regard to Torah law, i 
is logical that one should be stringent (Rashba). The 
Rema rules that one should be stringent ab initio, bu 
according to the Shakh, one does not recite a blessing 
onthe second immersion. With regard to partaking o 
teruma or sacrificial food, she is purified only if she had 
intent to immerse, in accordance with the opinion oi 
Rav, as Rav Nahman bar Yitzhak rules in accordance 
with his opinion. It is also clear that this is the halakha 
from the discussion elsewhere in Hagiga 19a (Ram- 
bam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Mikvaot 1:8; Shulhan Arukh, 
Yoreh Dea 198:48, and in the comment of Rema). 


Perek II 
Daf 32 Amuda 


HALAKHA 


If another animal was slaughtered with the red 
heifer — May MIM Maa Menw: If one slaughtered 
a red heifer and another animal was inadvertently 
slaughtered simultaneously, or a gourd was inadver- 
tently cut simultaneously, the red heifer is valid, as 
the person intended only to slaughter the heifer. In 
addition, the slaughter of the other animal is also valid 
because the slaughter of non-sacred animals does not 
require intent. Ostensibly, this ruling is contrary to the 
opinion of Rava, as the Rambam rules in accordance 
with the opinion of Rabbi Natan. Apparently, the Ram- 
bam had a variant reading of the text: Both are valid 
(Kesef Mishne). If one intended to cut a gourd and 
cut it while performing the slaughter, the red heife 
is disqualified, because the person performed labor 
while slaughtering the heifer (Rambam Sefer Tahara, 
Hilkhot Para Aduma 4:8 and Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot 
Shehita 2:11). 
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The Gemara revisits the matter of immersion without intent. What 
are the circumstances of a menstruating woman who, after the 
menstrual flow ended, was compelled against her will and 
immersed in a ritual bath? If we say that another woman com- 
pelled her and immersed her in a ritual bath, the immersion should 
be valid even according to the opinion of Rabbi Yohanan, as the 
intent of another woman is full-fledged intent. 


And furthermore, in that case the immersion enables her to par- 
take of teruma as well, as we learned in a mishna (Nidda 13b): In 
the case of a woman who is a deaf-mute," or an imbecile, or blind, 
or who went insane, and is therefore unable to examine herself 
reliably, if one of these women has a competent friend, that friend 
prepares her by examining her and immersing them in a ritual bath. 
And on that basis the incompetent woman may partake of teruma. 


Rav Pappa said: According to Rabbi Natan, who does not require 
intent for the slaughter of non-sacred animals, immersion against 
her will that renders it permitted for a woman to engage in inter- 
course with her husband is in a case where she fell from a bridge™ 
into a river, with no intent at all. According to the Rabbis, who 
require intent to cut for slaughter to be valid and intent to enter 
the water for immersion to be valid, it is referring to a case where 
she descended into the water to cool herself, with no thought 
of purification. 


The Gemara continues its discussion of the dispute between Rabbi 
Natan and the Rabbis. Rava said: If one slaughtered a red heifer 
and in the same action slaughtered another animal together with 
it, everyone agrees that the red heifer is disqualified. 


NOTES 
closer look at something she had seen, not to bathe. Others write 


Where she fell from a bridge - war p3 mbpaw: Ostensibly, this 
should not be effective even according to the opinion of Rabbi 
Natan, as he agrees with the ruling of the mishna that if a knife falls 
and slaughters an animal the slaughter is not valid. Therefore, the 
Ra‘avad explains that the reference is to a case where the woman 
jumped from the bridge into the water with the intent to get a 


that there is a distinction between the cases. When the knife falls 
and slaughters, there is no awareness from beginning to end of 
what is transpiring. By contrast, when a woman falls into the water, 
she is aware that she is in the water. Since intent is not required for 
immersion, the immersion is valid (Shita Mekubbetzet). 
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But if another animal was inadvertently slaughtered together with 
the red heifer" in the same action, according to Rabbi Natan, who 
holds that the slaughter of non-sacred animals without intent is 
valid, the red heifer is disqualified,’ because an additional labor 
was performed with its slaughter, and the other animal is fit for 
consumption, as its slaughter was valid. According to the Rabbis, 
who hold that slaughter of non-sacred animals without intent is not 
considered slaughter, the red heifer is fit for use in the purification 
rite because no other labor was performed with its slaughter, and 
the other animal is unfit for consumption. 


NOTES 


According to Rabbi Natan the red heifer is disqualified — na va 
abies 7175: Rashi writes that the reason a red heifer is disqualified 
when an additional act of labor is performed at the time of its 


slaughter is that the person diverted his attention from the heifer. 


In this case that does not apply, as his intent was to slaughter 
the heifer. Nevertheless, the slaughter is not valid, as is explained 
in the Gemara. Rabbeinu Gershom Meor HaGola explains that 
since slaughter without intent is valid, it is as though the person 


performed labor while slaughtering the heifer, and this disqualifies 
it. According to this explanation, the disqualification of the red 
heifer as a result of the performance of labor is not due to lack of 
intent; rather, it is due to the performance of labor itself. This is the 
halakha only if it is an actual act of labor and not another type of 
action. This is also the opinion of the Rambam (Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot 
Para Aduma 7:4), though the Ra’avad disagrees. 


This file may not be reproduced or distributed in any form without express permission from the publisher 


ray? MN MTA MEN NEWS 
KPIS PAYT NPD MY NBS 
ANIN x ~ KATI TOK "ANS DW’ 
DU OMY TaD ABT DT ARPIN 
pany mga bas oTi Ta nng 

J] yaw NPN? NPN 


tape San ya - may NYY Inn 
mw nat may nya naa, 


woe ba aPN ppp 1792 "22019 
NI AY) PRET Me PITT PART 
ne aa a eee Ean 
YTD TI Ore İN YAW 1.03 

apa 


"ID 31 We PDY "TD NA "A 
Fn Taga now 


yp at vow I xa 37) aK 
i iy? ayy mana? mona new 
any) mama as xa 


DANS PANIPAT NAT WN 
bone 


The Gemara asks: That is obvious; why did Rava have to teach that? 
The Gemara answers: It was necessary for Rava to teach the halakha 
according to the opinion of Rabbi Natan in the case where another 
animal was inadvertently slaughtered in the same action with the 
red heifer. It may enter your mind to say: The Merciful One states 
with regard to the slaughter of the red heifer: “And you shall give it 
to Elazar the priest... and he shall slaughter it before him” (Num- 
bers 19:3), from which it is inferred: One may slaughter it, but not 
it and another animal simultaneously. And what are the circum- 
stances of that prohibition? It is a case where one slaughtered two 
red heifers at the same time. But in a case where one slaughtered 
a red heifer together with a non-sacred animal, say no, that it does 
not disqualify the red heifer. Therefore, Rava teaches us that even 
slaughter with a non-sacred animal disqualifies the red heifer. 


Rava adds: If one slaughtered a red heifer and in the same action cut 
a gourd together with it, everyone agrees that the red heifer is 

disqualified. If one slaughtered a red heifer and a gourd was inad- 
vertently cut together with it in the same action, everyone agrees 

that the red heifer is fit for use in the purification rite, as that is not 

labor that disqualifies a red heifer and it is also not excluded by the 

derivation from the verse “And he shall slaughter it.” 


MI S HN A If, when one was in the middle of slaughter- 

ing an animal, the knife fell and he lifted it 
and then completed the slaughter, or if his garments fell and he 
lifted them and then completed the slaughter, or if he had honed 
the knife and grew weary" before completing the slaughter and 
another came and slaughtered the animal, if he interrupted the 
slaughter in one of these ways or in a different way for an interval 
equivalent to the duration of an act of slaughter,” the slaughter is 
not valid. Rabbi Shimon says: The slaughter is not valid if he inter- 
rupted the slaughter for an interval equivalent to the duration of 
an examination. 


G E M ARA The Gemara asks: What is the meaning of 


an interval equivalent to the duration of an 
act of slaughter? Rav said: It means an interval equivalent to the 
duration ofan act of slaughter of another animal, not the duration 
required to complete the act of slaughter that was interrupted. 


Rav Kahana and Rav Asi said to Rav: Is the interruption that 
invalidates the slaughter an interval equivalent to the duration of 
an act of slaughter of another animal for an animal, i.e., in a case 
where an animal was being slaughtered, and an interval equivalent 
to the duration ofan act of slaughter of another bird for a bird? Or 
perhaps it is an interval equivalent to the duration of an act of 
slaughter ofan animal even for a bird, and if the interruption is any 
shorter it does not invalidate the slaughter? 


Rav said to them: When we studied this topic I did not feel suffi- 
ciently intimate with my beloved uncle, Rabbi Hiyya, such that I 
could ask him that question. Rav was able only to transmit that 
which he heard from Rabbi Hiyya, but was unable to resolve 
their dilemma. 


HALAKHA 


If he interrupted the slaughter for an interval equivalent to the 
duration of slaughter - mome *13 AAW ox: What is the type of 
interruption that invalidates the slaughter? It is, for example, in a 
case where one began the slaughter and interrupted his action 
before the slaughter was complete, whether he did so inten- 
tionally or unwittingly, under duress or of his own volition, and 
either he or another person completes the slaughter. What is the 
duration of the interruption that invalidates the slaughter? For a 
small animal, it is equivalent to the period necessary to lift a small 
animal from the ground, lay it back on the ground, and slaughter 
it. For a large animal, it is equivalent to the period necessary to 
lift a large animal from the ground, lay it back on the ground, and 


slaughter it. For a bird, it is equivalent to the period necessary to 
lift a small animal from the ground, lay it back on the ground, and 
slaughter it, in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yosei, son 
of Rabbi Hanina. Others say that for a bird, the duration of the 
interruption is the amount of time necessary to cut one siman 
of a bird, without lifting it or laying it back on the ground, and 
that Rabbi Yosei, son of Rabbi Hanina, holds in accordance with 
the opinion of Rav. The custom is to invalidate the slaughter due 
to any pause at all, for both a bird and an animal (Rambam Sefer 
Kedusha, Hilkhot Shehita 3:2-3; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 23:2, and 
in the comment of Rema). 


NOTES 


He had honed the knife and grew weary — nis pnwit 
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BACKGROUND 


You have rendered your statement subject to circum- 
stances — pow P727 AN): This expression appears 
throughout the Talmud as a rationale for rejecting a hal- 
akha that does not include fixed parameters. Although in 
certain cases it is possible that due to the rationale for a 
specific halakha, there is room for leniency or stringency, 
the concern remains that if the standards are subject to 
change, the authority of the halakhic determination will 
be undermined. Therefore, as far as possible, halakhot are 
established with fixed parameters without reference to 
specific circumstances. 


Small and large domesticated animals - mana TPT mana 
mba: Large domesticated animals are those raised for labor 
as well as food. These include kosher animals such as 
cattle, and non-kosher animals such as horses, camels, and 
donkeys. By contrast, the category of small domesticated 
animals includes kosher animals such as goats and sheep, 
and non-kosher animals such as pigs. 


HALAKHA 

One who slaughters with a blunt knife - pada privat 
my: One may slaughter using a knife with a blunt, smooth 
blade that has no notch. Even if the slaughter lasts a full day 
of drawing the knife back and forth, his slaughter is valid, 
in accordance with the opinion of Rava. Nevertheless, the 
Shakh writes that one should not slaughter with a blunt 
knife ab initio because any interruption in the course of 
the slaughter renders the slaughter not valid (Rambam 
Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Shehita 1:17; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh 
Dea 18:7). 
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It was stated that there is an amoraic dispute with regard to this 
matter. Rav said: An interval equivalent to the duration of an act of 
slaughter of another animal for an animal, and an interval equiva- 
lent to the duration of an act of slaughter of another bird for a bird. 
And Shmuel said: An interval equivalent to the duration of an act 
of slaughter of an animal even for a bird. And likewise, when 
Ravin’ came from Eretz Yisrael to Babylonia he said that Rabbi 
Yohanan said: An interval equivalent to the duration of an act of 
slaughter of an animal even for a bird. 


Rabbi Hananya said: An interval equivalent to the period in 
which one can bring another animal and slaughter it. The Gemara 
asks: Does that mean the time in which one can bring an animal 
even from anywhere else, regardless of the distance? Occasionally, 
there is no animal available in close proximity. If so, you have ren- 
dered your statement subject to circumstances;° it does not apply 
uniformly to all cases. 


Rav Pappa said: The practical difference between the opinion of 
Rabbi Hananya and that of the other Sages is in a case where there 
is an animal standing before the slaughterer and it is necessary to 
cast it to the ground in order to slaughter it. Even Rabbi Hananya 
disregards the time required to bring the animal from elsewhere. But 
Rabbi Hananya holds that the slaughter is invalidated only if the 
interruption lasts an interval equivalent to the duration of the act of 
casting the animal to the ground and slaughtering it. The Rabbis 
invalidate the slaughter even if an interval has elapsed that is equiva- 
lent to the duration of the act of slaughtering the animal, without 
casting it to the ground. 


The Gemara cites an additional opinion with regard to the duration 

of the interruption that invalidates slaughter. They said in the West, 
Eretz Yisrael, in the name of Rabbi Yosei, son of Rabbi Hanina: 
The duration of the interruption that invalidates slaughter is equiva- 
lent to the period in which he can lift the animal from the ground 

and then lay it back on the ground and slaughter it. The interval is 

calculated based on the size of the animal in question. The duration 

of the interruption that invalidates slaughter of a small animal is 

equivalent to the period necessary to lift, lay down, and slaughter a 

small animal. And the duration of the interruption that invalidates 

slaughter of a large animal is equivalent to the period necessary to 

lift, lay down, and slaughter a large animal.’ 


§ Rava said: In the case of one who slaughters with a blunt knife," 
even if the completion of the slaughter lasts the entire day, the 
slaughter is valid provided there is no interruption in the midst of 
the slaughter. 


Rava raises a dilemma: If there were several short interruptions 
during a single act of slaughter, what is the halakha in terms of 
whether they join together to invalidate the slaughter if the sum of 
the durations of all the interruptions is greater than the maximum 
permitted interruption? 


PERSONALITIES 


Ravin — p3: This refers to Rabbi Avin, a third-generation amora Although the Babylonian Sages respected the Torah that he 


from Eretz Yisrael. Ravin was one of the younger students of 
Rabbi Yohanan, and was often found studying from Rabbi 
Yohanan’s more prominent students, Rabbi Abbahu, Rabbi Zeira, 


ransmitted, they did not consider him a particularly great 
scholar. Nevertheless, his statements appear frequently in both 
he Babylonian Talmud and the Jerusalem Talmud, where he is 


and Rabbi Ilai. Apparently, he was a merchant by trade, and called Rabbi Bon. Apparently, Ravin returned to visit his teachers 
served as an emissary to transmit the Torah of Eretz Yisrael to in Eretz Yisrael and sent messages, possibly by letter, back to 
the Babylonian Sages. Rabbi Avin was considered a prominent Babylonia, containing the traditions he learned from them (see 


student and a perfectionist who transmitted the Torah, primarily 
as it was taught by Rabbi Yohanan, with great precision. His 
arrival is often mentioned after the arrival of Rav Dimi, andthe father died prior to his birth. 


Ketubot 49b and Bava Metzia 114a). Another Rabbi Avin appears 
in the Talmud; he was the son of the first Rabbi Avin, and his 


halakha is generally ruled in accordance with Ravin’s opinion. 
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The Gemara challenges: And let Rava resolve the dilemma from 
his own statement, as he permitted an act of slaughter that lasts 
the entire day, during which there were presumably brief inter- 
ruptions throughout. Apparently, the interruptions do not join 
together. The Gemara responds: There, Rava was referring to a 
case where there was no interruption, as the slaughterer drew 
the knife back and forth throughout. 


Rav Huna, son of Rav Natan, raises a dilemma: If one cut 
the majority of the simanim and then interrupted the slaugh- 
ter before proceeding to cut the minority of the simanim," what 
is the halakha?’ The Gemara answers: The dilemma shall stand 
unresolved. 


§ The mishna teaches that Rabbi Shimon says: The slaughter 
is not valid ifhe interrupted the slaughter for an interval equiva- 
lent to the duration of an examination. The Gemara asks: What 
is an interval equivalent to the duration of an examination? 
Rabbi Yohanan said: It is an interval equivalent to the duration 
of an examination of the knife by a Sage prior to the slaughter 
of the animal. The Gemara objects: If so, you have rendered 
your statement subject to circumstances, as sometimes the 
Sage is near and sometimes the Sage is far, and the time required 
for examination varies accordingly. The Gemara responds: 
Rather, the reference is to an interval equivalent to the duration 
of an examination performed by a slaughterer who is a Sage. In 
that case, travel time is not factored in; only the time of the 
examination itself is considered, and this does not vary. 


HALAKHA 


If one interrupted the slaughter before proceeding to 
cut the minority of the simanim - pap vipa naw: 
If one slaughters with a blunt knife, and the time it takes to 
slaughter the minority of the first siman is the duration of 
an interruption that invalidates the slaughter, the slaughter 
is not valid, because the dilemma of Rav Huna, son of Rav 
Natan, remains unresolved, in accordance with the explana- 
tion of Rabbeinu Oshaya HaLevi cited in Tosafot (30b). If one 
interrupted the slaughter after cutting the majority of one 
siman in a bird or the majority of both simanim in an animal, 


If one interrupted the slaughter before proceeding to cut 
the minority of the simanim what is the halakha - nnw 
yma pyp vya: The early commentaries find this dilemma 
and the dilemma raised by Rav Pappa with regard to conceal- 
ing the knife (30b) difficult, primarily because the Josefta and 
the Gemara (29a) provide explicit rulings in these matters. 
hi explains that this dilemma concerns a case where one 
interrupted the slaughter only after having cut the majority 
of the simanim. Although the slaughter would be valid were 
he to stop at that point, the fact that he continued raises 
the dilemma of whether or not interruption at that stage 
invalidates the slaughter. Rashi adds that since the ruling 
is stringent, one who cuts the majority of the simanim and 
interrupts the slaughter may not continue the slaughter. 
Rabbeinu Gershom Meor HaGola and Rabbeinu Tam 
explain that this dilemma refers to a case where the inter- 
ruption occurred after one cut the minority of the simanim. 
Accordingly, the dilemma is whether it is considered as 
though he began the slaughter, and therefore interruption 
at that point would invalidate the slaughter, or whether inter- 
ruption invalidates the slaughter only when it takes place after 


JI 
© 
a 


NOTES 


and then completed the slaughter, the slaughter is valid, in 
accordance with the ruling of the Josefta. Others say that any 
interruption before the completion of the entire slaughter 
invalidates the slaughter, in accordance with Rashi’s explana- 
tion of the dilemma of Rav Huna, son of Rav Natan, and ruling 
in accordance with the stringent side of his dilemma. The 
custom is to invalidate the slaughter due to any pause at all 
(Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Shehita 3:4; Shulhan Arukh, 
Yoreh De'a 23:4—-6). 


he cut the majority of the simanim. Others explain that the 
dilemma is with regard to the length of the interruption that 
invalidates slaughter. Does the phrase: An interval equivalent 
o the duration of an act of slaughter, mean the duration of 
cutting both simanim completely, or the duration of cutting 
heir majority (Ramban; Meiri)? Alternatively, the dilemma 
is: Does it mean the duration of cutting the majority of both 
simanim, or the duration of cutting their minority (Rambam)? 
any commentaries support the explanation of Rabbeinu 
Oshaya HaLevi, cited in Tosafot (30b), that the dilemma is not 
with regard to pausing in the middle of the act of slaughter; 
rather, it addresses Rava's statement: In the case of one who 
slaughters with a blunt knife, even if the completion of the 
slaughter lasts the entire day, the slaughter is valid, provided 
there is no interruption in the midst of the slaughter. The 
dilemma is: After he cut the majority of one siman, is cutting 
the minority of that siman before beginning to cut the second 
siman considered an interruption because it is unnecessary? 
Or perhaps the entire slaughter is considered as one act and 
cutting the minority of the first siman is not an interruption 
(see Rashba, Ba'al HaMaor, and Sefer HaMakhria 5). 
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PERSONALITIES 


Rabbi Yeshevav — 23% 137: Rabbi Yeshevav was one of the 
Sages in Yavne during Rabban Gamliel’s reign as Nasi. He is 
mentioned together with the Sages of that generation who 
sat and studied before Rabbi Elazar ben Azarya. Not many 
statements are attributed to him in the Talmud. Those that 
are mentioned are disputes with Rabbi Akiva, whom he 
called Akiva ben Yosef. Both of them studied before Rabbi 
Yehoshua. Not much is known about his life, though it is 
related that he distributed all his belongings to the poor. 
n fact, Rabbi Akiva chastised him for donating too much 
o charity. 

It is likely that he is Rabbi Yeshevav the scribe, who was 
one of the ten martyrs executed by the Romans during the 
bar Kokheva rebellion. According to tradition, the ninety- 
year-old Sage told his disciples to support each other and 
uphold justice and peace (Midrash Eleh Ezkera). He was then 
hrown to the dogs and was not buried. 

The name Yeshevav appears in the book of Chronicles 
(I Chronicles 24:13) as the name of one of the priestly watches. 
This watch receives mention in several places in the Talmud 
as being praiseworthy during the Second Temple period. 


HALAKHA 


Any animal that was rendered unfit during its slaughter 
is an unslaughtered carcass — mba Anonwa nyoa be: 
Only valid slaughter prevents an animal from assuming the 
status of an unslaughtered carcass. If the slaughter is not 
valid, the animal assumes that status and becomes a primary 
source of impurity and transmits impurity through carrying. 
This ruling is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yeshe- 
vav, because ultimately Rabbi Akiva concedes to his opinion. 
If there is any uncertainty as to whether or not the slaugh- 
ter is valid, the animal assumes the status of an uncertain 
unslaughtered carcass. If one eats its meat, he is flogged for 
rebelliousness (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Shehita 3:18 
and Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot She‘ar Avot HaTumot 1:2). 
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MISHNA If one cut the gullet in the standard manner 


of slaughter with a back-and-forth move- 
ment, and he severed the windpipe" not in the standard manner, 
or if one severed the windpipe and thereafter cut the gullet, or if 
one cut one of the simanim and waited until the animal died, or if 
one cut one siman and concealed the knife beneath the second 
siman and severed it" from below, Rabbi Yeshevav’ says: The ani- 
mal is an unslaughtered carcass" and imparts ritual impurity 
through contact with it and carrying it. Rabbi Akiva says: The 
animal is a tereifa," and although eating it is prohibited, it does not 
transmit ritual impurity. 


Rabbi Yeshevav stated a principle in the name of Rabbi Yehoshua: 
Any animal that was rendered unfit during its slaughter because 
the slaughter was not performed properly is an unslaughtered 
carcass;" any animal whose slaughter was performed properly and 
another matter caused it to become unfit is a tereifa. And Rabbi 
Akiva conceded to his opinion. 


TT D!IT ny NW 793 
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maa 


an animal: 


If one cut the gullet and he severed the windpipe - nx pnw 
TA Ms pD bw: Rashi explains that the phrase: Severed 
he windpipe, means that one ripped the siman and thereby 
invalidated the slaughter. Since the Gemara (9a) states that all 
he acts that invalidate slaughter are listed in the Mishna, and 
ripping is not mentioned in any other mishna, it is logical that 
his case is referring to ripping. Ripping refers to a case where 
in the course of slaughtering the animal, one rips the windpipe 
rom its place or it is ripped from its place due to a notch in 
he knife (Josafot on 9a). Other early commentaries interpret 
ripping as the cutting of a siman after it was displaced. By 
contrast, the reference here is to severing the windpipe in a 
manner other than through slaughter (Rabbeinu Yehonatan 
of Lunel; Meiri). 


Or concealed the knife beneath the second siman and 
severed it — par wat nnn papi ny pom ix: The term: 
Severed it, means that he did not cut the siman in the pre- 
scribed manner, i.e., he cut the second siman in an upward 
motion, rather than in a downward motion from the throat 
toward the nape. The disqualification here is due to the fact 
that he concealed the knife after inserting it, and then cut the 
simanim. As explained in the Gemara earlier (30b), even if he 
conceals the knife between the two simanim, and cuts the sec- 
ond siman in a downward motion, and then extracts the knife 
and cuts the first siman in a downward motion, the slaughter is 
invalid. Here, the mishna introduces a novel element: Even if he 
cut the first siman in the prescribed manner, if he then conceals 
the knife beneath the second siman, the slaughter is not valid 
due to the fact that he concealed the knife. Furthermore, this 
happens frequently in the course of slaughter, as after he draws 
the knife while cutting the first siman, when he draws the knife 
back it is inserted beneath the second siman (Tosafot on 30b). 


Rabbi Yeshevav says the animal is an unslaughtered carcass — 
maa 2X 13W? 127: An unslaughtered carcass refers to any 


NOTES 


GEMARA The mishna teaches: If one cut the gullet... 


and Rabbi Akiva conceded to his opinion. 


And the Gemara raises a contradiction from a mishna at the begin- 
ning of the next chapter (42a): These wounds constitute tereifot in 


animal that dies on its own. It is prohibited to eat an unslaugh- 
tered carcass, and it is a primary source of ritual impurity. By 
contrast, a tereifa is an animal with an illness or wound that will 

cause its death in the near future. Although the Torah prohibits 

eating the meat of a tereifa even after it is slaughtered, slaughter 
is effective in preventing the animal from assuming the status 

of an unslaughtered carcass; if slaughtered, a tereifa does not 
transmit impurity. 


Rabbi Akiva says it is a tereifa — 799 Wak MIPY D7: Most of 
the early commentaries understand that before he conceded 
and accepted the opinion of Rabbi Yehoshua, Rabbi Akiva did 
not disagree with the basic premise that an animal that dies in 
any manner other than through slaughter is an unslaughtered 
carcass. Rather, he held that even an act of slaughter that is 
not valid is effective in preventing the animal from assuming 
the status of an unslaughtered carcass and from transmitting 
impurity. Some explain that Rabbi Akiva disagreed only in a 
case where the slaughter was invalidated because one con- 
cealed the knife, but in other cases he agreed that the animal 
assumes the status of an unslaughtered carcass because the 
simanim were not cut in the prescribed manner (Rabbeinu 
Yehonatan of Lunel; Meiri; Nimmukei Yosef). 

Others explain that Rabbi Akiva initially held that the slaugh- 
ter is effective specifically in a case where one cut one of the 
simanim, as such slaughter is effective for a bird. If both simanim 
were cut in a manner that invalidates the slaughter, e.g., with 
the knife concealed, Rabbi Akiva concedes that the slaughter 
is completely ineffective and the animal assumes the status 
of an unslaughtered carcass (Rashash). In the Josefta (5:2) it is 
stated explicitly that even in that case, Rabbi Akiva holds that 
the animal does not assume the status of an unslaughtered 
carcass. From there it appears that Rabbi Akiva holds that any 
animal that one slaughters, even if the slaughter is not valid, 
can no longer assume the status of an unslaughtered carcass 
(see Imrei Moshe 2:27). 
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An animal that has a perforated gullet, where the perforation 
goes through the wall of the gullet, or one with a severed wind- 
pipe. According to this mishna, the severed windpipe renders 
the animal a tereifa and not an unslaughtered carcass. If Rabbi 
Akiva reconsidered his opinion and conceded to Rabbi Yeshevav, 
in accordance with the opinion of which tanna is that mishna? 


Rava said: This is not difficult. Here, the mishna is referring 
to a case where one cut the gullet and ultimately severed the 
windpipe not in the standard manner. There, the mishna in the 
next chapter is referring to a case where he severed the windpipe 
not in the standard manner, and ultimately cut the gullet. Ifhe 
cut the gullet and ultimately severed the windpipe, the animal 
was rendered unfit during its slaughter; therefore, it assumes 
the status ofan unslaughtered carcass, according to the principle 
of Rabbi Yeshevav. But if he severed the windpipe and ulti- 
mately cut the gullet, it is as though another matter caused the 
animal to become unfit; therefore, it assumes the status of 
a tereifa. 


Rav Aha bar Huna raised an objection to Rava from a baraita: 
If one cut the gullet and then severed the windpipe, or if one 
severed the windpipe and cut the gullet thereafter, the animal 
is an unslaughtered carcass. Apparently, contrary to Rava’s 
statement, the order is irrelevant, and even if the windpipe is 
severed first, the animal assumes the status of an unslaughtered 
carcass. 


Rava said: Say that the latter case in the baraita means not that 
he cut the gullet thereafter; rather, it is a case where one severed 
the windpipe and had already cut the gullet at the outset. 


Rav Aha bar Huna said to him: There are two refutations of the 
statement, i.e., of your attempt to answer the difficulty from the 
baraita: One is that ifthe second case in the baraita is one where 
he initially cut the gullet, then that is identical to the first case 
in the baraita. And furthermore, didn’t we learn explicitly in 
the baraita: Or if one severed the windpipe and cut the gullet 
thereafter, the animal is an unslaughtered carcass? 


Rather, Rava said: The use of the term: Tereifot, in the mishna 
in the next chapter is not to the exclusion of unslaughtered car- 
casses; rather, the tanna teaches that term in a general sense, 
meaning: These wounds serve to render an animal forbidden; 
and there are some of them that are unslaughtered carcasses, 
e.g., an animal with a severed windpipe, and there are some of 
them that are tereifot. 


The Gemara objects to that interpretation: If the mishna is listing 
those circumstances that render the animal an unslaughtered 
carcass, let the tanna consider the circumstance of Hizkiyya as 
well, as Hizkiyya says: If one rendered the animal like a shard 
by cutting it into two widthwise, its halakhic status is that of an 
unslaughtered carcass even while it is convulsing before its 
death. And let the tanna consider the circumstance of Rabbi 
Elazar as well, as Rabbi Elazar said: If the thigh, the hind leg of 
the animal, was removed and its recess is obvious (see 21a), it 
is an unslaughtered carcass. 


The Gemara explains: When the mishna teaches the case of 
an unslaughtered carcass, it is a case where the animal does not 
assume that status and impart impurity while alive. But the 
tanna does not teach the case of an unslaughtered carcass 
where the animal assumes that status and imparts impurity 
while alive, e.g., the cases of Hizkiyya and Rabbi Elazar. 
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HALAKHA 


If one cut the windpipe and the lung was perforated 
thereafter — AYI TAP JD INN) MPI NX Vw: If one 


cut the windpipe and the lung was perforated before 
gullet was cut, or if one cut the gullet and the inna 


he 
rds 


were perforated before the windpipe was cut, the animal 


is a tereifa. The halakha is not in accordance with 
ruling of Reish Lakish. Rather, it is in accordance with 


he 
he 


stringent ruling of Rabbi Zeira, who holds that an animal 


can be rendered a tereifa even when it is only half-a 
i.e., after one siman was cut (Josafot). Furthermore, as 


ive, 


he 


Gemara here states, there is a contradiction between 


two statements of Reish Lakish (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, 


he 


Hilkhot Shehita 7:2; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 26:2; see 


Beur HaGra). 
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Rabbi Shimon ben Lakish resolved the apparent contradiction 
between the mishna here and the mishna on 42a, and said: Here, 
the tanna is referring to a case where one cut the gullet in the same 
place as the initial cut in the windpipe. There, on 42a, the tanna is 
referring to a case where he cut the gullet not in the same place as 
the initial cut in the windpipe. The reason for the distinction is that 
if one cut the gullet in the same place as the initial cut in the wind- 
pipe, it is an animal that was rendered unfit during its slaughter 
and it assumes the status of an unslaughtered carcass. By contrast, 
if he cut the gullet not in the same place as the initial cut in the 
windpipe it is like a case where another matter caused the animal 
to become unfit. Therefore, cutting the gullet renders it a tereifa and 
prevents it from imparting ritual impurity. 


The Gemara asks: And did Rabbi Shimon ben Lakish say this, that 
slaughter can be effective to prevent impurity after the windpipe 
was severed? But doesn’t Rabbi Shimon ben Lakish say: If one cut 
the windpipe and the lung was perforated thereafter" before he 
cut the gullet, the animal is fit for consumption? Apparently, after 
cutting the windpipe, the status of the lungs, whose existence is 
dependent upon the windpipe, is like that of an item that is placed 
in a basket;" they are irrelevant to the determination of the animal’s 
status. Here too, when the windpipe is severed at the beginning of 
the slaughter the windpipe should be considered like an item that 
is placed in a basket in the sense that the animal is considered to 
have only one siman, the gullet, and cutting of one siman does not 
affect the animal's status. 


Rather, Rabbi Hiyya bar Abba said that Rabbi Yohanan said: The 
apparent contradiction is not difficult. There (42a), where it is 
stated that an animal with a severed windpipe is a tereifa, the mishna 
presents the opinion of Rabbi Akiva before retraction of his opin- 
ion. Here, the mishna presents the opinion of Rabbi Akiva after 
retraction of his opinion. And even though Rabbi Akiva retracted 
his opinion, a mishna does not move from its place." Once this 
version of the mishna was learned in the study hall, it remained 
valuable, even though it is no longer current. 


§ The Gemara discusses the matter itself that was cited previously. 
Rabbi Shimon ben Lakish says: If one cut the windpipe and the 
lung was perforated thereafter before he cut the gullet, the animal 
is fit for consumption. Rava said: Rabbi Shimon ben Lakish states 
this principle only with regard to a lung, since the function of the 
lung is dependent upon the windpipe. Once the windpipe is sev- 
ered it is as though the lungs were removed from the animal. But 
with regard to innards that were perforated after the windpipe 
was cut but before the slaughter was completed, no," the animal 
becomes a tereifa, because the function of the innards is not 
dependent on the windpipe. 


Like an item that is placed in a basket - shpa KTT [N13 
NIT: Some understand Reish Lakish's statement literally, to mean 
that once the windpipe is cut the lungs are no longer considered 
flesh severed from a living being, and after they are removed 
from the animal's body it is permitted to eat them, just as after 
cutting one siman in a bird it is permitted to eat the bird (Meiri; 
Rosh Yosef). The Ran writes that some hold the same applies 
to the consumption of the heart and liver as well. The Rashba 
interprets the statement of Reish Lakish as applying only with 
regard to rendering the animal a tereifa, that once the lung is 
no longer intact it cannot render the animal a tereifa; but it is 
certainly not permitted to eat the lung until both simanim are 


cut (Torat HaBayit). 


NOTES 


And a mishna does not move from its place - m x5 mUD 
mapan: Since the Mishna was originally an oral tradition trans- 
mitted from teacher to student and recited in the academy, any 
disparity in the language of the Mishna would create confu- 
sion among the students. Therefore, even though the halakha 
changed, the original version of the mishna was preserved (Ritva 
on Yevamot 30a). 


But with regard to innards no — xb oy naa bax: This state- 
ment refers to a case where one cut the windpipe “first. If he cut 
the gullet first, one could claim that on the contrary, even if the 
innards are perforated it is permitted to eat the animal. That is 
because the vitality of the innards is dependent upon the gullet 
(Rashba). The Ran disagrees and holds that the ruling applies only 
in the case discussed in the Gemara. 
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Rabbi Zeira objects to Rava’s distinction. Since when signs of 
being a tereifa developed in the animal after the slaughter began, 
you permitted the animal" and deemed the slaughter valid, what 
difference is there to me if the perforation was in the lung, and what 
difference is there to me if the perforation was in the innards? In 
either case, the animal should not be deemed a tereifa if the signs 
developed once the slaughter began. 


But Rabbi Zeira retracted his objection, as Rabbi Zeira raises a 
dilemma: If the innards were perforated between the cutting of 
the first siman and the second siman" what is the halakha? Does 
the first siman join together with the second siman to purify the 
animal from the impurity of an unslaughtered carcass" or not? 


And we say: Isnt this the dilemma that IIfa raises:" If a fetus 
extended its foreleg" outside the womb while the mother was being 
slaughtered, between the cutting of the first siman, the windpipe, 
and the second siman, the gullet, thereby causing the foreleg to have 


the status of a tereifa, what is the halakha? 


Since when signs of being a tereifa developed in the animal 
after the slaughter began you permitted the animal - mxa 
MAT TW yD Ma hiw: Rabbi Zeira holds that Reish Lakish’s 
reason is not that the lungs are like an item placed in a basket. 
Rather, it is because he holds that there can be no tereifa in the 
case of an animal that is half-alive. Once the windpipe has been 
cut and the vitality of the animal has been compromised, the 
animal can no longer become a tereifa (Rashi). 


If the innards were perforated between the cutting of the first 
siman and the second siman - yd PDD pa OMY A ap: 
The early commentaries disagree as to the meaning of this 
dilemma. Rashi explains that it means that the innards were per- 
forated between the cutting of the windpipe and the cutting of 
the gullet, as the windpipe is always cut first. By contrast, Tosafot 
explain that since the language is indefinite and does not specify 
which siman is first and which is second, it includes a case where 
the gullet was cut first. Even in that case, if the innards were 
perforated the animal is a tereifa. The same halakha would apply 
in a case where the lungs were perforated after the windpipe 
was cut. The Gemara is proving from here that apparently, Rabbi 
Zeira holds that an animal that is half-alive can become a tereifa. 


Does the first siman join with the second siman to purify it 
from the impurity of an unslaughtered carcass — gws »2 
may ma aed w (poy pox pD: Cutting the first siman 
accomplishes two goals: It serves as a component of permitting 
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NOTES 


consumption of the meat of the animal and also prevents it 
from assuming the impurity of an unslaughtered carcass. Cut- 
ting the second siman in this case cannot be a component of 
permitting the consumption of the animal, as once the innards 
are perforated the animal is a tereifa. The question is: Does the 
cutting of the first siman join together with the cutting of the 
second siman to prevent it from assuming the impurity of an 
unslaughtered carcass, despite the difference between the status 
of the two cuttings (Rashi)? 


Isn't this the dilemma that Ilfa raises, etc. - vat wh 
3) Kapy: Ilfa's dilemma was stated vis-a-vis the halakha in the 
mishna with regard to an animal that is about to give birth. If the 
fetus extends its foreleg before the mother is slaughtered, the 
halakhic status of that foreleg is that of a tereifa, and even after 
the mother is slaughtered it is prohibited to eat the meat of the 
foreleg (see 68a). According to the Rabbis cited in that mishna, 
that leg does not assume the status of an unslaughtered carcass 
after the slaughter with regard to becoming a primary source 
of impurity. Therefore, Ilfa asks: When the animal extends its leg 
after one siman was already cut, what is its status? Does the cut- 
ting of the first siman join with the cutting of the second siman 
to prevent the foreleg from assuming the status of impurity? 
Ostensibly, this is parallel to Rabbi Zeira’s dilemma with regard 
to innards that were perforated after the first siman was cut. 


nw pb jox ja Aw¥N 1 


ax? te 173 Pa TTD? 


The Gemara clarifies this dilemma: Does the first siman join 
together with the second siman to purify the animal from the 
impurity of an unslaughtered carcass or not? In both cases the 
dilemma is: Does the cutting of the first siman, which serves the dual 
purpose of being a component of permitting consumption and 
preventing impurity of the animal, join together with the cutting of 
the second siman, which serves only the purpose of preventing 
impurity, in order to constitute a single act of slaughter and thereby 
prevent the animal from assuming the impurity of an unslaughtered 
carcass? Or perhaps because the cutting of each siman is performed 
for a different purpose they do not join together? 


HALAKHA 

If a fetus extended its foreleg, etc. - NX Tay weit 
"131 1: In the case of an animal that is in the process 
of giving birth and the fetus extends a foreleg from 
the womb, if one severs that leg and then the mother 
is slaughtered, the foreleg assumes the status of an 
unslaughtered carcass. The remaining flesh of the fetus is 
ritually pure. If the mother was first slaughtered and then 
hat foreleg of the fetus was severed, the status of the 
oreleg is that of a slaughtered tereifa, and the rest of the 
flesh of the fetus has the status of meat that touched a 
slaughtered tereifa, which renders sacrificial food impure 
by rabbinic law, but does not render teruma impure. If the 
oreleg of the fetus emerged between the cutting of the 
first and the second simanim of the mother, and after the 
second siman was cut the leg was severed, the cutting 
of the first siman and the cutting of the second siman 
join together to prevent the foreleg from assuming the 
status of an unslaughtered carcass, in accordance with 
he conclusion of the Gemara on 69a (Rambam Sefer 
Tahara, Hilkhot She'ar Avot HaTumot 2:9). 
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NOTES 

But one may not invite gentiles — Dia pyava py: 
One of the prohibitions that gentiles are com- 
manded to observe is the prohibition against eat- 
ing alimb severed from a living animal (Sanhedrin 
56a; see Pesahim 22a). If a Jew invites a gentile to 
eat food that is prohibited to him, the Jew violates 
he prohibition: “You shall not place a stumbling 
block before the blind” (Leviticus 19:14). 


As | said: Didn't he say a reason — K7 KYNNT 
NP Nay: From here it is clear that the principle 
hat anything permitted to a Jew is also permitted 
o a gentile (see Sanhedrin 58b) is relevant only 
when no reason is provided for that principle not 
o be in effect (Rashba). Here the reason is that 
Jews are commanded to slaughter animals before 
eating them, while gentiles may eat any animal 
hat is no longer alive. Therefore, for gentiles, the 
moment of death is the determining factor. 


HALAKHA 

One who seeks to eat from the meat of an 
animal before its soul departs — Sion) ayia 
AWD) KYN OTN Maan: It is prohibited to eat a 
slaughtered animal whose body is still convulsing. 
One who eats from it at that point, i.e., before its 
soul departs, violates a prohibition, as it is writ- 
ten: “You shall not eat with the blood” (Leviticus 
19:26). Nevertheless, it is permitted to sever a limb 
from the animal while it is still convulsing, and to 
salt the meat and rinse it, but he must wait until 
the animal's soul departs before eating it. After 
the convulsions cease it is permitted to give the 
meat to gentiles, because there is nothing that is 
permitted for a Jew and prohibited for a gentile 
(Taz). This is in accordance with the baraita and 
contrary to the opinion of Rav Aha bar Yaakov. The 
halakhic authorities dispute whether it is permit- 
ted to give a gentile meat from an animal whose 
slaughter was disqualified, from which it is pro- 
hibited for a Jew to eat (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, 
Hilkhot Shehita 1:2; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De'a 27:1 
and Pithei Teshuva there). 
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In any event, we raise the dilemma only in order to purify the 
foreleg from the impurity of an unslaughtered carcass. But with 
regard to eating the slaughtered animal, all agree that it is forbidden, 
as even Rabbi Zeira concedes that the animal is a tereifa and retracts 
his objection to the distinction that Rava proposed between the 
lungs and the innards. 


Rav Aha bar Rav said to Ravina: Perhaps Rabbi Zeira actually did 
not retract his opinion, as even initially he held that there is no 
distinction between lungs and innards. If either is perforated after 
one siman was cut, the animal is a tereifa. And Rabbi Zeira stated 
his objection to the distinction of Rava in accordance with the 
statement of Rava, but he himself does not hold accordingly. 


The Gemara continues its analysis of the statement of Reish Lakish, 
who said that after the windpipe is cut, the lung is considered as 
though it was placed in a basket, and if it is perforated before the 
slaughter is completed, the animal does not become a tereifa. Rav 
Aha bar Yaakov said: Learn from the statement of Rabbi Shimon 
ben Lakish that one may invite Jews to eat the innards of an 
animal that was slaughtered, but one may not invite gentiles" to eat 
the innards of an animal that was slaughtered, because they are 
forbidden to gentiles. 


What is the reason? For Jews the matter of rendering the meat of 
the animal fit for consumption is dependent upon the performance 

ofa valid act of slaughter. Once there is full-fledged slaughter and 

both simanim are cut, the innards are permitted to them even if the 

animal is convulsing. But with regard to gentiles, for whom stab- 
bing is sufficient and slaughter is not required, the innards are 

permitted only after the animal is completely dead, since the matter 
of rendering the meat of the animal fit for consumption is depen- 
dent upon its death. Therefore, if the animal is still convulsing, 
these innards, which are considered to be outside the body after the 

cutting of the two simanim, are considered like a limb from a living 
animal’ and it is forbidden for gentiles to eat them. 


Rav Pappa said: I was sitting before Rav Aha bar Yaakov and I 
sought to say to him that his statement is difficult: Is there anything 
that is permitted for a Jew but prohibited for a gentile? But I did 
not say that to him, as I said to myself: Didn’t he say a reason" for 
his ruling? Therefore, there is no reason to ask the question. 


The Gemara notes: It is taught in a baraita not in accordance with 
the opinion of Rav Aha bar Yaakov: One who seeks to eat from 
the meat of an animal before its soul departs" may cut an olive- 
bulk’ of meat from the area of the slaughter, the neck, and salt it 
very well, i.e., more than is normally required, and rinse it very well 
in water to remove the salt and the blood, and wait until the animal’s 
soul departs, and eat it. It is permitted for both a gentile and a Jew 
to eat it. Contrary to the statement of Rav Aha bar Yaakov, there is 
no distinction between Jew and gentile. 


Limb from a living animal — »n7 p2 32%: The prohibition against 
eating the meat of a living animal is one of the seven universal 
Noahide mitzvot that are binding on all of mankind. These seven 
mitzvot are: The prohibitions against idolatry, murder, incest and 
adultery, robbery and kidnapping, blasphemy, and eating a limb 
from a living animal, and the obligation to establish courts of law. A 
gentile who fails to observe one of these mitzvot is liable to receive 


the death penalty. 


BACKGROUND 


Olive-bulk - m5: An olive-bulk is one of the most significant hal- 
akhic units of volume. By Torah law, the act of eating is defined as 
consuming one olive-bulk, and every Torah law that either com- 
mands or prohibits eating refers to this measure. The measure is 
defined in terms of the water displacement of a particular strain of 
olive, but the precise size of this measurement is not clear. One tal- 
mudic passage indicates that it approximates half an egg-bulk, and 
another indicates that it is slightly less than one-third of an egg-bulk. 
Based on the variety of opinions with regard to the measure of an 
egg-bulk, the measure of an olive-bulk ranges between 5 and 50 cc. 
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This baraita supports the statement of Rav Idi bar Avin, as Rav Idi 
bar Avin says that Rav Yitzhak bar Ashyan says: One who seeks to 
recuperate from an illness should cut an olive-bulk of meat from 
the area of slaughter, i.e., the neck, of an animal, and salt it very 
well, and rinse it very well, and wait until the animal’s soul departs, 
and eat it. It is permitted for both a gentile and a Jew to eat it. 


MI S HN A In the case of one who slaughters a domes- 


ticated animal, an undomesticated animal, 
ora bird, and blood did not emerge from them" during the slaugh- 
ter, all of these are permitted for consumption and do not require 
the ritual washing of the hands as they may be eaten with ritually 
impure [mesoavot]' hands," because they were not rendered sus- 
ceptible to ritual impurity through contact with blood, which is one 
of the seven liquids that render food susceptible to impurity. Rabbi 
Shimon says: They were rendered susceptible to ritual impurity by 
means of the slaughter itself. 


G E M ARA The reason that they may be eaten with ritu- 


ally impure hands is that blood did not 
emerge from the animals or birds during the slaughter; but ifblood 
emerged from them during slaughter, they may not be eaten with 
ritually impure hands. The Gemara asks: Why not? Ordinary hands 
are impure with second-degree ritual impurity™ and an item of 
second-degree impurity cannot impart third-degree impurity to 
non-sacred items” with which it comes into contact. 


The Gemara clarifies: From where is it ascertained that we are deal- 
ingin the mishna with non-sacred food, and not with the slaughter 
of an offering? That is clear, as the tanna teaches in the list of those 
slaughtered: An undomesticated animal. As, if the tanna is referring 
to the slaughter of sacrificial animals and birds, is there any undo- 
mesticated animal included in the framework of sacrificial animals? 
And furthermore, if the tanna is referring to sacrificial animals, 
when no blood emerges from them are the offerings valid? The 
offering itself requires blood, as it is only through the presenting of 
the blood upon the altar that the offering is accepted. 


And furthermore, if the tanna is referring to sacrificial animals, 
when blood emerges from them, does it render them susceptible 
to ritual impurity? But doesn’t Rabbi Hiyya bar Abba say that 
Rabbi Yohanan says: From where is it derived that the blood 
of sacrificial animals does not render food susceptible to ritual 
impurity?" It is derived from a verse, as it is stated: “You shall not 
eat it; you shall pour it upon the earth like water” (Deuteronomy 
12:24). Blood of a non-sacred animal, which is poured like water 
when it is slaughtered, renders food susceptible to ritual impurity. 
By contrast, blood of a sacrificial animal, which is not poured like 
water but is presented on the altar, does not render food susceptible 
to ritual impurity. 


And blood did not emerge from them, etc. — ^3) 07 {71 Xx? xr: 
The Rambam writes that the novel element of this halakha is that no 
concern exists that no blood emerged because the animal was dead 
when it was slaughtered (Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Ma‘akhalot Assurot 
4:13). Tosafot explain that the novel element is that the emergence 
of blood is not needed for the slaughter to be valid. 


And they may be eaten with ritually impure hands - oa pox 
Miaxipn: This refers to ordinary hands that are not known to be 
ritually impure. By Torah law, hands alone cannot become impure; 
rather, they become impure together with one's entire body. The 
Sages decreed that hands can become impure by contact with an 
item of first-degree impurity and that even ordinary hands have 


NOTES 


Why not? Ordinary hands are impure with second-degree ritual 
impurity, etc. — 131 771 Mw OD NAX: There are several primary 
categories of ritual impurity, including the carcass of a creeping 
animal and an unslaughtered carcass. One who comes into contact 
with one of these becomes impure with first-degree ritual impurity. 
Any food item that comes into contact with that person becomes 
impure with second-degree impurity. If that food comes into contact 
with teruma or sacrificial food, it renders the teruma or sacrificial 
food impure with third-degree impurity, and if that teruma or sac- 
rificial food comes into contact with sacrificial food it renders that 
sacrificial food impure with fourth-degree impurity. There is no 
concept of third-degree or fourth-degree impurity with regard to 
non-sacred food. 


second-degree impurity, disqualify teruma, and render sacrificial 
food impure. They are purified by pouring a quarter-log of water 


over them from a vessel. 


HALAKHA 


One who slaughters...and blood did not 
emerge from them - 07 72 xx» xd)..niwa: 
One may eat the meat of an animal or bird that 
was slaughtered even if no blood emerged. One 
need not be concerned that perhaps the reason 
that blood did not emerge is that the animal was 
already dead (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot 
Ma‘akhalot Assurot 4:13; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 
28:22). 


Ordinary hands are impure with second-degree 
ritual impurity — 77 naw ort: Ordinary hands 
have second-degree impurity by rabbinic law 
(Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot She'ar Avot HaTu- 
mot 8:2). 


An item of second-degree impurity cannot 
impart third-degree impurity to non-sacred 
items - pana ww mwiy vw px: An item 
impure with first-degree impurity renders non- 
sacred food impure. An item impure with second- 
degree impurity does not render non-sacred food 
impure (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Shear Avot 
HaTumot 11:2). 


That the blood of sacrificial animals does not 
render food susceptible to ritual impurity - ob 
wer iyxw Dw Ip: The blood of sacrifices, as well 
as the water used in the Temple courtyard, are 
forever pure and do not render food susceptible to 
ritual impurity. This halakha was received through 
tradition (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Shear Avot 
HaTumot 10:16). 


LANGUAGE 


Ritually impure [mesoavot] - niaxipia: The roo 
of this word, samekh, alef, beit, does not appear in 
the Bible. It appears in the Aramaic translations o 
the Bible, as the translation of the word impure. | 
is employed in the Mishna in two senses: The firs 
means a blemish, as in the phrase: It shall graze 
until itis blemished, and the second means impure. 
In this context, the reference is not to hands tha 
are actually impure; rather, the reference is to 
hands that have not been ritually washed and puri- 
fied, and it is the Sages who instituted that they 
are impure with second-degree ritual impurity. 
Some, based on the context, understand that the 
term means dirty hands. They explain the passage 
here to mean that if one was not careful to keep 
his hands clean, there is room for concern that 
perhaps he was not careful to keep them ritually 
pure either. Over time, the term was employed ina 
broader sense, as an expression of moral turpitude 
and sin, much in the way that the term impurity is 
employed in the Bible. 
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HALAKHA 


Regard for sanctity renders food susceptible - vipa nan 
pwn: With regard to non-sacred food and teruma, if they 
have not been rendered susceptible to impurity they may be 
eaten with ordinary hands, which are impure with second- 
degree impurity. With regard to sacrificial food, the Sages 
said that regard for sanctity renders the food susceptible to 
ritual impurity even if it did not come into contact with one 
of the seven liquids that render non-sacred food susceptible 
to impurity. Therefore, one with ordinary hands may not eat 
sacrificial food, even if he does not touch the food, and all the 
more so the sacrificial food is rendered impure if it came into 
contact with an impure item (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot 
Shear Avot HaTumot 12:13 and Hilkhot Tumat Okhalin 10:17). 


Perek Il 
Daf 33 Amud b 


HALAKHA 


Anything that requires entry into water by rabbinic law - 
DPDT On NM pyy bs: The Sages issued a decree 
that any item that by rabbinic law requires entry into water, 
i.e., immersion or ritual washing of the hands, is accorded 
second-degree impurity. This includes hands, one whose 
head and most of his body enter into drawn water, or one 
upon whose head and the majority of his body three /og 
of water fell. Likewise, any person or item that does not 
become pure until nightfall has second-degree impurity. 
Therefore, if that person or item came into contact with 
non-sacred food, it remains pure, as an item with second- 
degree impurity does not render non-sacred items impure 
with third-degree impurity. If that person or item came into 
contact with teruma, the teruma becomes impure with 
third-degree impurity and is disqualified, but the teruma 
does not render other food impure. If that person or item 
came into contact with sacrificial food, it becomes impure 
with third-degree impurity, and if that sacrificial food comes 
into contact with other sacrificial food, the other sacrificial 
food is disqualified with fourth-degree impurity. There is 
no impurity beyond fourth-degree impurity, in accordance 
with the baraita (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Shear Avot 
HaTumot 8:2, 9:1, 10:2, 11:2-4). 
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And furthermore, if the tanna is referring to sacrificial animals, 
when blood does not emerge from them are they not nevertheless 
rendered susceptible to ritual impurity? Let them be rendered 
susceptible to ritual impurity by means of regard for sanctity," 
as we maintain that regard for sanctity renders food suceptible” 
to ritual impurity even in the absence of contact with any of the 
seven liquids. 


Rav Nahman said that Rabba bar Avuh said: Here we are dealing 
with non-sacred food that one purchased in Jerusalem with sec- 
ond-tithe money,’ which assumes the status of the second-tithe 
produce. This produce, in turn, assumes third-degree impurity 
through contact with hands that have second-degree impurity. And 
this mishna is not in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Meir, 
as we learned in a mishna (Para 11:5): 


NOTES 


Let them be rendered susceptible to ritual impurity by 
means of regard for sanctity - wpn nana sway: The 
Gemara (36b) states that the Sages derive from verses that 
sacrificial food is rendered susceptible to ritual impurity even 
without coming into contact with one of the seven liquids, due 
to the concept of regard for sanctity (see Rabbeinu Hananel. 
Even sacred items that are not food, e.g., wood and frankin- 
cense, become impure as though they were food. The early 


and later authorities discuss whether this impurity is by Torah 
law or rabbinic law. 


With non-sacred food that one purchased with second-tithe 
money - Wy 033 np pana: One whois unable to bring 
his second-tithe produce to Jerusalem to partake of it there 
redeems it with money. He brings that money to Jerusalem, 
purchases food with it, and eats that food in Jerusalem (see 
Deuteronomy 14:24-26). 
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With regard to anything that by rabbinic law requires entry into 
water, ™ i.e., either immersion or ritual washing of the hands, 
although it is pure by Torah law, it is accorded second-degree impu- 
rity. Therefore, such an item renders sacrificial food impure, mean- 
ing that the sacrificial food becomes impure and transmits impurity 
to other sacrificial food, and disqualifies teruma,’ meaning that it 
renders the teruma itself impure, but not to the extent that the 
teruma can render other teruma impure. And it is permitted for 
non-sacred food and for second-tithe produce to come in contact 
with such an item, and no impurity is thereby transmitted. This is 


the statement of Rabbi Meir. 


Anything that requires entry into water by rabbinic law - 
DPD Ov NM yw bs: By rabbinic law, anyone who 
requires entry into water, i.e., immersion or ritual washing of the 
hands, is impure with second-degree impurity. This illustrates 
the distinction between impurity by Torah law and impurity 
by rabbinic law. By Torah law one can become impure only 
through contact with a primary category of ritual impurity, 
which renders him impure with first-degree impurity. There is 
no second-degree impurity for people by Torah law. In tractate 
Shabbat (13b) the Talmud enumerates several circumstances in 
which the Sages imposed ritual impurity by decree, e.g., one 
who eats impure foods or drinks impure liquids, one whose 
head and most of his body enter into drawn water, and one 
upon whose head and the majority of his body three log of 
water fell, among others. 


NOTES 


Renders sacrificial food impure and disqualifies 
teruma - marina ms pis: wpa mg Kawa: When the term: 
Renders impure, is applied to a given item, it connotes that if 
that item comes into contact with sacrificial food, not only is 
that food impure and disqualified from sacrifice on the altar, it 
also transmits impurity to other foods. Therefore, if that sac- 
rificial food comes into contact with other sacrificial food, it 
disqualifies the other sacrificial food. Because of the higher 
standard of purity for sacrificial food, it can be rendered impure 
even with fourth-degree impurity. The term: Disqualifies, with 
regard to teruma means that it may not be eaten. Nevertheless, 
if it comes into contact with other teruma it does not render 
it impure, because teruma does not assume fourth-degree 
impurity. 
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And the Rabbis prohibit items that require entry into water 
from coming in contact with second-tithe produce, as they 
hold that the produce is thereby rendered impure. According 
to the Rabbis, the status of second-tithe produce is more strin- 
gent than that of non-sacred food, and second-tithe produce 
assumes third-degree impurity upon contact with an item of 
second-degree impurity, which is in accordance with the 
opinion of the mishna. 


Rav Shimi bar Ashi objects to this interpretation of that 
mishna. From where is it clear that it is contact that the Rabbis 
prohibit? Perhaps the Rabbis disagree with Rabbi Meir only 
with regard to a person with second-degree impurity partak- 
ing of second-tithe produce. But with regard to contact of an 
individual with second-degree impurity with second-tithe 
produce or his eating non-sacred food, they do not disagree. 


And this case in the mishna is a case involving contact with 
the flesh of the slaughtered animal, from the fact that it 
teaches: They may be eaten with ritually impure hands, in 
the passive form, and not: One may eat them with impure 
hands. Are we not dealing with a case where another with 
impure hands fed him, but the one eating it was ritually pure 
and did not touch it? Therefore, the case in the mishna here, 
which indicates that it is forbidden for one with impure hands 
to touch the flesh if it has come in contact with the blood, 
cannot be referring to an animal purchased in Jerusalem with 
second-tithe money. The reason is that in that case, the Rabbis 
concede that contact with second-tithe produce, even produce 
rendered susceptible to ritual impurity by the blood, is permit- 
ted for one whose hands are impure with second-degree ritual 


impurity. 


Rather Rav Pappa said: Here, in the mishna, we are dealing 
with hands that are impure with first-degree ritual impurity, 
which render even non-sacred food impure. And the mishna 
is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Shimon ben Elazar, 
as it is taught in a baraita: In those cases where hands have 
first-degree impurity, it is not that they render non-sacred 
food impure; rather, it means that they impart to teruma 
and sacrificial food second-degree impurity rather than third- 
degree impurity. Rabbi Shimon ben Elazar says" in the name 
of Rabbi Meir: In those cases where hands have first-degree 
impurity, it means that they render non-sacred food impure. 
And in those cases where hands have second-degree impurity 
it means that they invalidate teruma and impart to it third- 
degree impurity. 


The Gemara asks: Did Rabbi Shimon ben Elazar say that in 
those cases where hands have first-degree impurity, with 
regard to non-sacred food, yes, they render it impure, but with 
regard to teruma, hands do not render it impure? The Gemara 
answers: This is what Rabbi Shimon ben Elazar is saying: In 
those cases where hands have first-degree impurity, it means 
that they render even non-sacred food impure, and all the 
more so they render teruma impure. But in those cases where 
hands have second-degree impurity, it means that with regard 
to teruma, yes, the hands invalidate teruma and impart third- 
degree impurity, but with regard to non-sacred food, hands 
do not render it impure. 


The Gemara asks: And are there cases where hands assume 
first-degree impurity? The Gemara answers: Yes, as it is 
taught in a mishna (Yadayim 3:1): If one inserts his hands into 
a leprous house (see Leviticus 14:33-53)" his hands assume 
first-degree impurity as though his entire body entered the 
house; this is the statement of Rabbi Akiva. And the Rabbis 
say: His hands assume second-degree impurity. 


NOTES 
Rabbi Shimon ben Elazar says, etc. — why 13 yaw a7 
13) Wain: In the Tosefta there is a variant reading: Hands 
have first-degree impurity vis-a-vis sacrificial food and have 
second-degree status vis-a-vis teruma. 


HALAKHA 


If one inserts his hands into a leprous house — 7 D37 
yaa mab: When the Sages issued a decree that hands 
become impure, they decreed that they would assume 
second-degree impurity. This is true even if one inserts his 
hands into a leprous house, despite the fact that one who 
fully enters a leprous house assumes first-degree impurity. 
This ruling is in accordance with the opinion of the Rabbis 
(Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Shear Avot HaTumot 8:2). 
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BACKGROUND 

On that day - D#3 ja: In the Mishna this phrase generally 
refers to the day on which Rabban Gamliel was removed 
from the position of Nasi and replaced by Rabbi Elazar ben 
Azarya (Berakhot 27a). On that day the Sages suspended the 
exacting admission standards instituted by Rabban Gamliel 
for acceptance of students into the study hall. This led to a 
heated dispute and the introduction of previously unheard 
opinions and novel halakhic interpretations. In tractate 
Eduyyot these opinions are called testimonies and introduced 
with the phrase: On that day it was taught. 


NOTES 


Non-sacred food items that were prepared on the level of 
purity of sacrificial food - wpa mym ww pon: There 
were those who were meticulous and ate their non-sacred 
food on the level of purity of sacrificial food, so that they or 
their family members would not inadvertently render their 
sacrificial food impure. The ones who did so were primarily 
priests, and residents of Jerusalem, who typically ate sacrifi- 
cial food (Rashi). Alternatively, they may have been people 
who engaged in preparing sacrificial food, e.g., providing 
flour, wine and oil to the Temple (Meiri on Hagiga 18b). Even 
after the destruction of the Temple there were those who 
continued to eat their non-sacred food on that level of purity, 
in anticipation of the rebuilding of the Temple (see Nidda 6a 
and Rashba there). There were also those who would eat 
their non-sacred food on the level of purity of teruma. More 
people adopted that custom than the former one, including 
many families of priests who did not live in Jerusalem, as it 
is permitted to partake of teruma throughout Eretz Yisrael. 

Fundamentally, non-sacred food cannot contract third- 
degree impurity, as does teruma, or fourth-degree impurity, 
as does sacrificial food. Yet, in the case of one who accepts 
upon himself to treat his non-sacred food as if it were teruma, 
it can contract third-degree impurity. Whether or not there is 
a halakhic concept of treating non-sacred food as if it were 
sacrificial food is a dispute between the tanna‘im. 


= 


One who eats food with first-degree ritual impurity - 
prey bare batten: These are all instances of impurity by rab- 
binic law. By Torah law food cannot render a person impure; 
rather, one is rendered impure only by a primary source of 
impurity, whereas food does not become a primary source 
of impurity. In addition, it should be noted that the impurity 
referred to here is not impurity through contact; it is impurity 
through eating. According to Rabbi Eliezer, the Sages ruled 
that the impurity status of the food is transmitted to the one 
who eats it. According to Rabbi Yehoshua that is not the 
case; rather, one who eats food with first-degree impurity is 
rendered impure with second-degree impurity, and one who 
eats food with second-degree impurity is rendered impure 
with third-degree impurity. The Gemara proceeds to discuss 
the opinions of Rabbi Eliezer and Rabbi Yehoshua. 
Elsewhere (Shabbat 14a) the Gemara explains that the 

reason the Sages issued a decree that one who eats impure 
food becomes impure is in order to prevent a situation where 
a priest drinks liquid that is teruma while he has impure 
food in his mouth, which would render the teruma impure. 
Tosafot note that it would have been sufficient had the Sages 
issued a decree that one who eats impure food is impure 
with second-degree impurity, thereby preventing him from 
partaking of teruma. Rabbi Eliezer chose to have the food 
transmit its impurity status to the one who eats it. 
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The Gemara elaborates: Everyone agrees that in principle, par- 
tial entry into a leprous house is not characterized as entry in 

terms of rendering one who enters impure. Therefore, one who 

inserted his hands into the house is not impure by Torah law. 
And here, it is with regard to a rabbinic decree that renders his 

hands impure that they disagree: The Sages issued a decree that 
if one inserted his hands into a leprous house, his hands are 

impure due to the impurity by Torah law that one assumes 

when he enters the house with his entire body. The objective of 
the decree is to prevent him from entering the leprous house. 


One Sage, Rabbi Akiva, holds that when the Sages issued the 
decree they determined that the status of his hands inserted 
into the house is like the status of his body that enters the house, 
first-degree impurity. And one Sage, the Rabbis, holds that the 
Sages rendered the status of hands inserted into the house 
like the status of hands in general, with regard to which they 
issued a decree of second-degree impurity, even if they had 
been washed. 


The Gemara asks: And why did Rav Pappa interpret the mishna 
in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Shimon ben Elazar? 
Let Rav Pappa interpret the mishna in accordance with the 
opinion of Rabbi Akiva, who says: If one inserts his hands into 
a leprous house, his hands assume first-degree impurity. The 
Gemara answers: Perhaps when Rabbi Akiva says that one’s 
hands assume first-degree impurity, that statement applies only 
in cases of teruma and sacrificial food, which are stringent. 
But with regard to non-sacred food, perhaps hands are impure 
only with second-degree impurity. 


The Gemara objects: And let hands also be impure only with 
second-degree impurity and the mishna could still be in accor- 
dance with the opinion of Rabbi Akiva. As we heard that Rabbi 
Akiva says: An item of second-degree impurity imparts third- 
degree impurity to non-sacred items. 


As we learned in a mishna (Sota 27b): On that day,’ when 

Rabbi Elazar ben Azarya was appointed Nasi in Yavne, Rabbi 

Akiva taught: “And every earthenware vessel into which any 
of them falls, whatever is in it shall be impure, and you shall 

break it” (Leviticus 11:33). With regard to the item rendered 

impure in the vessel, it is not stated: It is impure [tameh]; 

rather, the term “it shall be impure [yitma]” is stated, indicat- 
ing that the item has the capacity to transmit impurity to other 
items. This verse teaches about a loaf with second-degree 

impurity that had been rendered impure in the airspace of an 

earthenware vessel in which there was a creeping animal, that 

through contact it renders non-sacred food impure with third- 
degree ritual impurity. 


The Gemara explains: Perhaps this statement, that non-sacred 
food becomes impure with third-degree ritual impurity, applies 
only with regard to impurity by Torah law, e.g., a creeping 
animal; but with regard to impurity by rabbinic law, e.g., 
impurity of hands, that is not the halakha. 


Rabbi Elazar said that Rabbi Hoshaya said a third explanation 
of the mishna: Here we are dealing with a case of non-sacred 
food items that were prepared on the level of purity of sacri- 
ficial food." And the mishna is not in accordance with the 
opinion of Rabbi Yehoshua, as it is taught in a mishna 
(Teharot 2:2): Rabbi Eliezer says: One who eats food with 
first-degree ritual impurity’ assumes first-degree impurity. 
One who eats food with second-degree ritual impurity assumes 
second-degree impurity. One who eats food with third-degree 
impurity assumes third-degree impurity. 
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The mishna continues: Rabbi Yehoshua says: One who eats food 
with first-degree or second-degree impurity" assumes second- 
degree impurity. One with second-degree impurity who comes into 
contact with teruma disqualifies it, but does not render it impure. 
One who eats food with third-degree impurity assumes second- 
degree impurity vis-à-vis sacrificial food," i.e., his contact with 
sacrificial food renders it impure with the capacity to transmit impu- 
rity to other sacrificial food, but does not assume second-degree 
impurity vis-à-vis teruma, and his contact with teruma does not 
disqualify it. 


Eating an item that has third-degree impurity is feasible only in the 
case of non-sacred food, as partaking of impure teruma or sacrificial 
food is prohibited. Generic non-sacred food cannot contract third- 
degree impurity at all. Therefore, the case of one who eats food that 
has third-degree impurity is referring specifically to non-sacred food 
items that were prepared on the level of purity of teruma. 


The Gemara infers from Rabbi Yehoshua’s statement that if one 
prepares items as if their level of purity were on the level of purity 
of teruma, then yes, they have the status like teruma, but if one 
prepares items as if their level of purity were on the level of purity 
of sacrificial food, they do not have the status like sacrificial food, 
and such items would not contract third-degree impurity. This indi- 
cates that Rabbi Yehoshua holds that non-sacred food items that 
were prepared on the level of purity of sacrificial food do not 
assume third-degree impurity. 


The Gemara objects: Let us interpret the mishna 


with regard to the case of non-sacred food items that were pre- 
pared on the level of purity of teruma and in accordance with the 
opinion of Rabbi Yehoshua. The Gemara responds: It should not 
enter your mind that the mishna is referring to a case of the level of 
purity of teruma, as the mishna teaches a case of the slaughter of 
animals and birds and consumption of their meat. And if the mishna 
is taught with regard to non-sacred food items that were prepared 
on the level of purity of teruma, is there meat eaten with the level of 
purity of teruma? The practice of preparing non-sacred food items 
on the level of purity of teruma is done only so that one will not treat 
actual teruma in the correct manner, and teruma is separated only 
from produce that grows in the ground. 


The Gemara asks: Rather, what is the case in the mishna? Is it a case 
of non-sacred food items that were prepared on the level of purity of 
sacrificial food? Is there an undomesticated animal that can be 
sacrificed as an offering and its meat is sacrificial food? The Gemara 
answers: Although undomesticated animals cannot be sacrificed as 
an offering, there are those who would undertake to eat their meat 
only when prepared on the level of purity of sacrificial food because 
meat of an undomesticated animal is sometimes interchanged with 
meat of a domesticated animal. No one would undertake to eat meat 
only when prepared on the level of purity of teruma, because meat 
would not be interchanged with produce. 


Ulla’ said: My colleagues say that the mishna is referring to the case 
of non-sacred food items that were prepared on the level of purity 
of sacrificial food, and the mishna is not in accordance with the 
opinion of Rabbi Yehoshua, who says: Non-sacred food items that 
were prepared on the level of purity of teruma assume third-degree 
impurity, but non-sacred food items that were prepared on the level 
of purity of sacrificial food do not assume third-degree impurity. 


HALAKHA 


One who eats food with first-degree or second-degree 
impurity — 930) jiwxy bain Soin: The Sages issued a 
decree that any person who consumes any impure food 
or drink, whether it is impure with first-degree impurity 
or it is impure with second-degree impurity, assumes 
second-degree impurity, in accordance with the state- 
ment of Rabbi Yehoshua (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot 
Shear Avot HaTumot 8:10). 


One who eats food with third-degree impurity 
assumes second-degree impurity vis-a-vis sacrificial 
food, etc. - 151 wip nw why: One who partakes of 
teruma or non-sacred food prepared on the level of purity 
of teruma which is impure with third-degree impurity, 
although he does not render teruma impure, he assumes 
second-degree impurity vis-a-vis sacrificial food. In con- 
trast, one who eats non-sacred food prepared on the level 
of purity of sacrificial food which is impure with third- 
degree impurity does not render sacrificial food impure, 
in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yehoshua, as 
the halakha is ruled in accordance with his opinion in 
disputes with Rabbi Eliezer (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot 
Shear Avot HaTumot 11:12). 


PERSONALITIES 


Ulla - Kyy: Ulla bar Yishmael was a third-generation 
amora of Eretz Yisrael and was the most significant emis- 
sary who disseminated the Torah of Eretz Yisrael in Baby- 
lonia. In the Jerusalem Talmud, he is usually referred to as 
Ulla bar Yishmael or Ulla the descender, as leaving Eretz 
Yisrael is characterized as descent to another country. He 
was one of Rabbi Yohanan’s students and frequently trav- 
eled from place to place to teach Torah, disseminating the 
Torah statements of Reish Lakish and Rabbi Eliezer as well. 
Upon his return to Eretz Yisrael, he would disseminate the 
Torah of the Babylonian Sages among the Sages there. The 
Babylonian Sages held him in high regard and treated 
him with great respect. Rav Hisda referred to him as: Our 
eacher who comes from Eretz Yisrael, and Rav Yehuda 
sent his son to Ulla to study practical halakha. Many hal- 
akhot are cited in Ulla’s name, and numerous Sages of 
he succeeding generation were his students. Nothing is 
nown of his private life, although it is possible that the 
amora Rabba bar Ulla was his son. He died during one of 
his journeys to Babylonia, and his body was returned to 
Eretz Yisrael for burial. 
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PERSONALITIES 


Rabba bar bar Hana - my 33 1a 737: Rabba bar 
bar Hana, a third-generation amora, was one of the 
principal students of Rabbi Yohanan. Like Ulla, he 
was among those who descended to Babylonia to 
disseminate the Torah of Eretz Yisrael there. Upon 
his return, he disseminated the Torah of Babylonia 
in Eretz Yisrael. He was younger than Ulla, and some 
hold that he was the son of Rabba bar Hana and the 
nephew of Rabbi Hiyya. 

While in Babylonia, Rabba bar bar Hana studied in 
Pumbedita with Rav Yehuda, with whom he would 
consult on halakhic matters and discuss difficult 
cases, as well as in Sura with Rav Hisda. Many of the 
amoraʻim of his generation, including Rav Yosef and 
Rabba, cite statements in his name. 

In addition to the Torah statements that he cited 
in the name of Rabbi Yohanan, many of the state- 
ments of Rabba bar bar Hana contain descriptions 
in praise of Eretz Yisrael. He also relates many tales of 
the adventures he experienced in his travels (Bava 
Batra 73b-74b). 

Rabba bar bar Hana had several sons. It is known 
that some of them married the daughters of Babylo- 
nian amora’im, a clear indication that he ultimately 
settled in Babylonia. 
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Ulla continues: And I say that the mishna is in accordance with the 
opinion of Rabbi Yehoshua, and when he said that non-sacred food 
items that were prepared on the level of purity of teruma assume 
third-degree impurity, he is speaking utilizing the style of: It is 
not necessary. It is not necessary to say that in the case of non- 
sacred food items that were prepared on the level of purity of 
sacrificial food, which is stringent, that they have the capacity of 
assuming third-degree impurity. Rather, even non-sacred food 
items that were prepared on the level of purity of teruma also have 
the capacity of assuming third-degree impurity. 


The Gemara asks: Who are the colleagues to whom Ulla referred? 
It is Rabba bar bar Hana,’ as Rabba bar bar Hana says that Rabbi 
Yohanan says: What did Rabbi Eliezer and Rabbi Yehoshua reply 
to each other? The differences between their opinions are twofold. 
First, Rabbi Eliezer holds that one who eats food with first-degree 
impurity assumes first-degree impurity, while according to Rabbi 
Yehoshua he assumes second-degree impurity. Second, Rabbi 
Eliezer holds that one who eats food with third-degree impurity 
assumes third-degree impurity, while according to Rabbi Yehoshua 
he assumes second-degree impurity vis-a-vis sacrificial food but not 
vis-a-vis teruma. 


Rabbi Eliezer said to Rabbi Yehoshua: The basis for my opinion 
that one assumes the level of impurity of that which he ate is that 
we found a case where the halakha of the one who eats a food item 
is more stringent than the halakha of the food itself. As, the carcass 
of a kosher bird on the outside, i.e., when one comes into contact 
with it, does not impart ritual impurity, while one who eats the 
carcass of the kosher bird renders his garments impure when the 
food is in his throat. And we, in light of that, how will we not deem 
one who eats the impure item to be on a level of impurity at least 
like that of the food that he ate? 


And Rabbi Yehoshua responded that we do not derive other cases 
from the case of the carcass of a kosher bird, because it is a novel 
ruling" that cannot serve as a paradigm. Rather, we found that the 
halakha of food is more stringent than the halakha of the one who 
eats it, as food becomes impure if its measure is that of an egg- 
bulk," and one who eats impure food does not become impure until 
he eats half of a half-loaf.. And we, in light of that, how will we 
deem one who eats the impure item to be on a level ofimpurity like 
that of the food that he ate? 


And Rabbi Eliezer responded: We do not derive the relative strin- 
gency of ritual impurity from the relative size of halakhic measures, 
as measures are not indicative of stringency or leniency. And fur- 
thermore, according to your statement, that which you say with 
regard to one who eats food with first-degree ritual impurity, that 
he assumes second-degree impurity, what you say is well. But that 
which you say with regard to one who eats food with second-degree 
impurity, that he assumes second-degree impurity, why is that the 
case? It contradicts your reasoning. 


NOTES 
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Because it is a novel ruling — x17 WPT: In general, one becomes 
impure only through contact between a primary source of ritual 
impurity and his outer body. One does not typically become impure 
through contact with the concealed parts of his body. Therefore, 
this case is novel, as he becomes impure when the food is in his 
throat. 


Food becomes impure if its measure is that of an egg-bulk — 
myva32 Soren: The food must have the measure of an egg-bulk 
in order to render other foods impure, but food becomes impure 
even if it is less than that measure (Rashi; Rambam, based on Torat 
Kohanim). Alternatively, Tosafot (Pesahim 33b) cite the opinion of 


Rabbeinu Tam that food becomes impure only if has at least the 
measure of an egg-bulk. Josafot assert that Rashi too ultimately 
retracted his opinion later in this tractate (82a) and agreed with 
the opinion of Rabbeinu Tam. See the Ramban, who discusses this 
topic at length. 


Until he eats half of a half-loaf - pis rn bare “y: This refers to 
the rabbinic decree that one who eats food that is ritually impure 
becomes impure with second-degree impurity and disqualifies 
teruma through contact. The mishna in tractate Firuvin (82b) says 
that the amount of food that one must eat in order to assume that 
status is half of a half-loaf of bread. 
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by ny TY Iy ww iy b wa% Rabbi Yehoshua said to Rabbi Eliezer: We found that food with 
l l ppp second-degree impurity renders other food impure with second- 
i degree impurity by means of liquids. Liquids that come into contact 
with food with second-degree impurity render other food with which 
they come into contact impure with second-degree impurity. 


n7 monn Yd PPw Xi) Riz) a% Rabbi Eliezer said to him: But aren’t those liquids also impure with 
xavn - monna bpian b3 pat first-degree ritual impurity" through contact with an item impure 
Dan soapy mbna msyetty syenyeq With second-degree impurity? As we learned in a mishna (Para 8:7): 
Any item with second-degree ritual impurity that disqualifies teruma 
renders liquids impure with first-degree ritual impurity." These 
liquids assume a degree of impurity greater than that of the item that 
rendered them impure. This rabbinic decree applies to all people and 
items with second-degree impurity except for one who was ritually 
impure who immersed that day" and is waiting for nightfall for the 
purification process to be completed. Liquids with which he comes 
into contact follow the standard course of transmitted impurity and 
assume third-degree impurity, one level below his own impurity. 
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oma nw why /tiy) Rabbi Eliezer questioned the next segment in the ruling of Rabbi 
a l ~ Yehoshua: And furthermore, that which you say with regard to one 
who eats food with third-degree impurity, that he assumes second- 
degree impurity vis-a-vis sacrificial food, why is that the halakha? It 

contradicts your reasoning. 


Kyy Kanla x YK AX b ‘was Rabbi Yehoshua said to Rabbi Eliezer: I too stated that one who eats 
> anw mynna food with third-degree impurity assumes second-degree impurity 
TETE =" yjs-à-vis sacrificial food only with regard to one who eats non-sacred 
food items that were prepared on the level of purity of teruma, as its 

state of purity 


HALAKHA 


Any item that disqualifies teruma renders liquids impure with Except for one who immersed that day - Di’? Saye yim: In the 
first-degree ritual impurity — ppwi Nava manna bpian bs case of one who immersed that day and who will attain ritual 
monn ni: Any food that renders teruma impure renders liquids purity only at nightfall, if he comes in contact with liquids of 
with which it comes into contact impure with first-degree impu- teruma, he renders them impure with third-degree impurity 
rity, and those liquids in turn render food with which it comes (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot She‘ar Avot HaTumot 10:3--4). 

into contact impure with second-degree impurity (Rambam 

Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Shear Avot HaTumot 7:5, 8:10, 10:10). 
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wip byy XYI ANID isimpurity vis-à-vis sacrificial food." The Sages issued a decree that 
even one who is vigilant to partake of his teruma in a state of ritual 
purity is considered impure vis-à-vis one partaking of sacrificial 
food. Therefore, one who ate a food item that was prepared on the 
level of purity of teruma that had become impure with third-degree 
impurity assumes second-degree impurity, and he renders sacrificial 
food impure. 


IMK DN IITIN NPPIIWY Rabbi Zeira says that Rabbi Asi says that Rabbi Yohanan says that 
wibw BIKT IKI 27 OX pni Rabbi Yannai says: With regard to one who eats non-sacred food 
aom nama bosons bam items that were prepared on the level of purity of sacrificial food, 
and these items had become impure with third-degree impurity, his 
body becomes impure with second-degree impurity vis-a-vis sac- 
rificial food. He renders sacrificial food with which he comes into 
contact impure with third-degree impurity, and that food in turn 
disqualifies sacrificial food with which it comes into contact. 
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NOTES 


But aren't those liquids also impure with first-degree 
ritual impurity — 17 abnn 23 ppg XM: Rashi explains 
that if Rabbi Yehoshua is citing his proof from the fact that 
food that is impure with second-degree impurity imparts 
second-degree impurity to other food, let him instead 
derive the halakha from the case of liquids and say that 
the person should assume first-degree impurity. Rabbi 
Yehoshua, though, holds that no proof can be cited from 
the case of liquids that become impure with first-degree 
ritual impurity, because that is a unique decree specifically 
directed at liquids, which are more apt to become impure, 
as they do not require contact with other liquids of the 
seven liquids to become susceptible to impurity. Therefore, 
the impurity imparted by food to people can be derived 
only from the impurity imparted by food to other food. 
Tosafot explain that this is not a claim that the person 
should be impure in the first degree, but merely a rejection 
of the proof cited by Rabbi Yehoshua. There is no proof 
from here that one who eats food that is impure with 
second-degree impurity assumes second-degree impurity, 
as the fact that food that is impure with second-degree 
impurity renders other food impure with second-degree 
impurity by means of contact with liquids is due to the 
fact that the liquids themselves became impure with first- 
degree impurity. 


a 


HALAKHA 

As its state of purity is impurity vis-a-vis sacrificial 
food — wpa byy xen menw Anew: One who par- 
takes of teruma or non-sacred food that was prepared 
on the level of purity of teruma that had become impure 
with third-degree ritual impurity assumes second-degree 
impurity vis-a-vis sacrificial food, even though his status is 
that of ritual purity vis-a-vis contact with teruma. A state 
of purity with regard to teruma is impure with regard to 
sacrificial food (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Shear Avot 
HaTumot 11:12). 


47/1 p1)- HULLIN: PEREKII-34B 183 


This file may not be reproduced or distributed in any form without express permission from the publisher 


HALAKHA 


One who eats non-sacred food items that were 
prepared on the level of purity of teruma — Sonn 
mann many by wyw poi bw www: In the case of 
one who partakes of teruma or non-sacred food pre- 
pared on the level of purity of teruma, if the food had 
become impure with third-degree impurity, he may 
not partake of teruma until he immerses in a ritual 
bath. It is permitted for him to come into contact 
with teruma, and if he does so, he does not render it 
impure. The Sages instituted a higher standard with 
regard to partaking of such food but not with regard 
to touching it, in accordance with the opinion of Ulla 
(Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot She'ar Avot HaTumot 
11:11). 


Non-sacred food with first-degree impurity is 
impure and renders teruma impure - jÙ] 
Navin NIY poinaw: Non-sacred food that is impure 
with first- degree impurity is itself impure and also 
renders non-sacred food impure with second- 
degree impurity. Non-sacred food that is impure 
with second-degree impurity disqualifies teruma by 
rendering it impure with third-degree impurity, but 
does not affect other non-sacred food, which remains 
ritually pure (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Shear Avot 
HaTumot 11:2). 


And food with third-degree impurity may be eaten 
by a priest in a stew, a mixture containing spices 
of teruma - yaY ya bara Whw: With regard 
to a stew of non-sacred food prepared on the level 
of purity of teruma that had become impure with 
third-degree ritual impurity, into which teruma is 
mixed, if there is less than an olive-bulk of teruma 
in the amount of stew that he eats in an interval 
equivalent to the time it takes to eat a half-loaf of 
bread it is permitted for a priest to partake of that 
stew, just as it is permitted for one who is impure 
with third-degree impurity to come into contact with 
teruma, in accordance with the second explanation 
of Rashi here (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Shear 
Avot Halumot 11:11). 
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Rabbi Zeira raised an objection to the statement of Rabbi Asi from 
the statement of Rabbi Yehoshua: One who eats food with third- 
degree impurity assumes second-degree impurity vis-a-vis sacri- 
ficial food but does not assume second-degree impurity vis-a-vis 
teruma. This is stated in the case of non-sacred food items that were 
prepared on the level of purity of teruma. The Gemara infers: Yes, 
one is able to prepare items on the level of purity of teruma, but one 
is not able to prepare items on the level of purity of sacrificial food, 
as in the latter case the non-sacred food does not become impure 


at all. 


Rabbi Asi said to Rabbi Zeira: That inference is incorrect, as Rabbi 
Yehoshua is speaking utilizing the style of: It is not necessary. It is 
not necessary to say that in the case of non-sacred food items that 
were prepared on the level of purity of sacrificial food, which is 
stringent, they have the capacity of assuming third-degree impurity. 
Rabbi Yehoshua teaches that non-sacred food items that were pre- 
pared on the level of purity of teruma also have the capacity of 
assuming third-degree impurity. 


The Gemara objects: But didn’t Rabbi Yehoshua say to Rabbi 
Eliezer according to the explanation that Rabba bar bar Hana said 
that Rabbi Yohanan said: I too stated this only with regard to non- 
sacred food items that were prepared on the level of purity of teruma, 
indicating that he was not referring to non-sacred food items that 
were prepared on the level of purity of sacrificial food. The Gemara 
explains: Rabba bar bar Hana and Rabbi Asi are amora’im, and 
disagree with regard to the opinion of Rabbi Yohanan, and they 
disagree about whether the statement of Rabbi Yehoshua was stated 
specifically with regard to non-sacred food items that were prepared 
on the level of purity of teruma, or whether it includes even those 
prepared on the level of purity of sacrificial food. 


§ Ulla says: One who eats non-sacred food items that were pre- 
pared on the level of purity of teruma" and that are impure with 
third-degree impurity, his body is disqualified from the right to 
partake of teruma. 


The Gemara asks: What is Ulla teaching us? We already learn in the 

mishna cited earlier (33b) from tractate Teharot: One who eats food 

with third-degree impurity assumes second-degree impurity vis- 
a-vis sacrificial food, but does not assume second-degree impurity 
vis-a-vis teruma. This is stated in the case ofnon-sacred food items 

that were prepared on the level of purity of teruma. The Gemara 

infers: It is second-degree impurity that he does not assume, but 

third-degree impurity he assumes, and he is therefore disqualified 

from partaking of teruma. 


The Gemara answers: It was necessary for Ulla to teach this halakha, 
as if it was learned from that mishna, I would say that vis-a-vis 
teruma he assumes neither second-degree nor third-degree impu- 
rity, as there is no reason to deem the status of one who eats like that 
of the food that he ate. And perhaps it was only since Rabbi 
Yehoshua said that he assumes second-degree impurity vis-a-vis 
sacrificial food that he also said that he does not assume second- 
degree impurity vis-a-vis teruma. Therefore, Ulla teaches us that 
he assumes third-degree impurity and is disqualified from partaking 
of teruma. 


Rav Hamnuna raised an objection to the statement of Ulla from a 
mishna (Teharot 2:3): Non-sacred food that is impure with first- 
degree impurity is impure and renders teruma impure" in the sense 
that this teruma disqualifies other teruma with which it comes into 
contact. Non-sacred food that is impure with second-degree impu- 
rity disqualifies teruma, but it does not render teruma impure, 
meaning that it renders the teruma itself impure, but not to the 
extent that the teruma can render other teruma impure. And food 
that is impure with third-degree impurity may be eaten by a priest 
in a stew that is a mixture containing spices of teruma." 
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And if you say that by partaking of food that is impure with third- 
degree impurity his body is disqualified from the right to partake 
of teruma, do we feed him a matter that invalidates his body from 
the right to partake of teruma? According to this, when eating the 
stew that contains food that is impure with third-degree impurity, 
he is disqualified from partaking of the spices of teruma that the 
mishna permits him to add to the stew. Ulla said to him: Leave 
the matter of stew that is a mixture containing spices of teruma, 


as there is not an olive-bulk of teruma in the amount of stew that 
he eats in the time it takes to eat a half-loaf of bread." Therefore, 
one need not treat the mixture with the level of purity required 
of teruma. 


Rabbi Yonatan says that Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi says: For one 
who partakes of actual teruma that is impure with third-degree 
impurity," it is prohibited to partake of other teruma, but it is 
permitted to come into contact with teruma. 


The Gemara notes that the statement of Ulla was necessary and 
the statement of Rabbi Yonatan was necessary. As, if the halakha 
were learned exclusively from the statement of Ulla, I would say: 
This statement applies with regard to non-sacred food items that 
were prepared on the level of purity of teruma, but with regard 
to teruma itself perhaps contact is also prohibited.’ Therefore, 
the statement of Rabbi Yonatan was necessary. And if the halakha 
were learned exclusively from the statement of Rabbi Yonatan, I 
would say: This statement applies with regard to teruma, but with 
regard to non-sacred food that was prepared with purity of teruma, 
perhaps eating it is also permitted. Therefore, both statements 
are necessary. 


§ Rav Yitzhak bar Shmuel bar Marta was sitting before Rav 
Nahman, and he was sitting and saying: With regard to one who 
eats non-sacred food items that were prepared on the level of 
purity of sacrificial food, and these items had become impure 
with third-degree impurity," he is ritually pure in terms of the 
right to partake of sacrificial food, as you have nothing that 
confers fourth-degree impurity in sacrificial food other than 
consecrated sacrificial food alone, but non-sacred food prepared 
with the purity of sacrificial food does not. 


HALAKHA 


One who partakes of actual teruma that is impure with third- 
degree impurity — Aaxy mann by why baix: It is prohibited 
for one who partook of teruma that was impure with third- -degree 
impurity to partake of teruma until he immerses in a ritual bath. 
Nevertheless, it is permitted for him to touch teruma, and the 
teruma remains pure, as the Sages instituted a higher standard 
with regard to eating it but not with regard to touching it, in 
accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yonatan (Rambam Sefer 
Tahara, Hilkhot Shear Avot HaTumot 11:11). 


One who eats non-sacred food items that were prepared 

on the level of purity of sacrificial food with third-degree 
impurity - wipa may by wyaw pan Sw why Soir: 

One who eats non-sacred food items that were prepared on the 
level of purity of sacrificial food and those items had become 
impure with third-degree impurity remains pure. This is because 
only consecrated sacrificial food renders other sacrificial food 

impure with fourth-degree impurity, in accordance with the state- 
ment of Rav Yitzhak bar Shmuel bar Marta and according to the 
explanation of the Rashba (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Shear 
Avot HaTumot 11:12, and see Kesef Mishne there). 


NOTES 


As there is not an olive-bulk in the time it takes to 
eat a half-loaf of bread - pia nay toa ma KYT: 
Just as the measure that defines the act of eating in 
most positive mitzvot and prohibitions is an olive-bulk, 
so too, the measure of liability for partaking of teruma 
while in a state of impurity is an olive-bulk. There is 
an amoraic dispute with regard to whether one who 
eats less than an olive-bulk violates the prohibition. 
Eating that is prohibited by Torah law is also dependent 
upon the duration of that eating. The Sages derived 
this duration from the halakha of one who stays in a 
leprous house, in which the interval that causes one to 
become impure is equivalent to the time that it takes 
to eat a half-loaf of bread. Therefore, one who eats 
any mixture containing less than an olive-bulk of a 
forbidden item during that amount of time violates 
no Torah prohibition. 


| would say...but with teruma perhaps contact is 
also prohibited — ‘a2 myy TNA bax. MPO TNT 
“Dx: Although one impure with third- -degree | impurity 
does not render teruma impure with fourth-degree 
impurity, one might think that there is room to prohibit 
his coming in contact with teruma due to the concern 
that he may come to eat it, as one who is impure with 
third-degree impurity is disqualified from partaking of 
teruma (Tosafot). 
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NOTES 


Leave teruma alone, its state of purity is impurity vis-a- 
vis sacrificial food — byre wont may AN AW mond man 
wpa: By contrast, with regard to non-sacred food prepared 
on the level of purity of sacrificial food there was no reason 
for the Sages to issue a decree (Josafot). 


HALAKHA 


The status of the garments of an am ha‘aretz, etc. - 134 
^D) YINT BY: The Sages instituted five statuses of ritual 
purity with regard to clothing; (1) The halakhic status of the 
garments of an am ha'aretz is like that of garments rendered 
impure by treading of a zav vis-a-vis those who eat non- 
sacred produce in a state of purity. (2) The halakhic status 
of the garments of those who eat non-sacred produce in a 
state of ritual purity is like that of garments rendered impure 
by treading of a zav vis-a-vis those who partake of second- 
tithe produce, but those who eat the non-sacred produce 
are considered pure vis-a-vis teruma. (3) The halakhic status 
of the garments of those who partake of second-tithe pro- 
duce is like that of garments rendered impure by treading of 
a zav vis-a-vis those who partake of teruma. (4) The halakhic 
status of the garments of those who partake of teruma is 
like that of garments rendered impure by treading of a zav 
vis-a-vis those who partake of sacrificial food. Those who 
partake of teruma are ritually pure vis-a-vis sacrificial food. 
(5) The halakhic status of the garments of those who partake 
of sacrificial food is like that of garments rendered impure 
by treading of a zav vis-a-vis the purification waters of the 
red heifer, but those who partake of sacrificial food are pure 
vis-a-vis the purification waters of the red heifer (Rambam 
Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot She‘ar Avot HaTumot 13:1). 


BACKGROUND 

Ritual impurity imparted by treading - DYTA Nxaw: 
This is a form of ritual impurity imparted by a zav, a zava, a 
woman after childbirth, and a menstruating woman. These 
individuals render ritually impure items on which they stand, 
sit, lie, or lean. Typically, a primary source of ritual impurity 
renders an item with which it comes into contact impure 
with first-degree impurity. In this case, the zav renders the 
items primary sources of ritual impurity. This halakha applies 
only with regard to vessels that are designated for sitting or 
lying. In contrast, other items upon which the zav stands or 
sits assume first-degree ritual impurity. 


Perek II 
Daf 35 Amud b 


HALAKHA 


He is deemed credible — 122: | 


an am haaretz brings a bar- 


rel of teruma to a priest any time during the year and states: | 


separated sacrificial food and p 
itis only a quarter-log of sacrific 
credible with regard to the puri 


aced it in this barrel, even if 
ial food, since he is deemed 
y of the sacrificial food, he is 


deemed credible with regard to the purity of the teruma as 


well. This is in accordance with t 


e mishna in tractate Hagiga 


(24b) and the explanation of 


he Gemara (Rambam Sefer 


Tahara, Hilkhot Metamei Mishkav UMoshav 11:4). 
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Rami bar Hama raises an objection from the mishna cited earlier 
(33b): One who eats food with third-degree impurity assumes 
second-degree impurity vis-à-vis sacrificial food, and he does not 
assume second-degree impurity vis-à-vis teruma. Eating an item 
with third-degree impurity is feasible only in the case of non-sacred 
items, as partaking ofimpure teruma is prohibited. It is only possible 
in the case of non-sacred food items that were prepared as if their 
level of purity were on the level of the purity of teruma. According 
to the statement of Rav Yitzhak bar Shmuel bar Marta, why does 
this food assume second-degree impurity? It is not sacrificial food, 
which is sanctified. 


Rav Yitzhak bar Shmuel bar Marta said to him: Leave teruma alone; 
its state of purity is impurity vis-à-vis sacrificial food." Therefore, 
non-sacred food that was prepared with the purity of teruma renders 
sacrificial food impure. 


The Gemara asks: And from where do you say that the purity of 
teruma is impurity vis-à-vis sacrificial food? It is from a mishna 
(Hagiga 18b), as we learned: The halakhic status of the garments of 
an am ha'aretz," who does not scrupulously observe the halakhot 
of ritual purity, is like that of items rendered impure by treading,’ 
e.g., items designated for sitting or lying upon which a zav or a 
menstruating woman sits or lies, which are rendered a primary 
source of ritual impurity for individuals who scrupulously observe 
the halakhot of ritual purity [perushin] and eat their non-sacred 
food in a state of purity. In other words, it is considered a primary 
level of impurity for them. The halakhic status of the garments of 
perushin is like that of items rendered impure by treading for 
priests who partake of teruma. In addition, the halakhic status of 
the garments of priests who partake of teruma is like that of items 
rendered impure by treading for those who eat sacrificial food. 


Rava said: Are you saying that one can cite proof from the halakha 
of items rendered impure by treading that the state of purity of 
teruma is impurity vis-a-vis sacrificial food? No proof may be cited 
from there, as the decree that the halakhic status of the garments of 
priests who partake of teruma is like that of items rendered impure 
by treading for those who eat sacrificial food is different, 


as with regard to garments there is concern lest his wife sit upon 
them when she is impure with the impurity of a menstruating 
woman. But with regard to produce, we do not say that if it was 
prepared with the purity of teruma it renders sacrificial food impure, 
and Rabbi Yitzhak states his halakha with regard to produce 
as well. 


Rabbi Yirmeya of Difti raises an objection to the opinion of Rabbi 
Yitzhak: And do we say with regard to produce that if it was pre- 
pared with the purity of teruma it renders sacrificial food impure? 
But didn’t we learn in a mishna (Hagiga 24b): It is not permitted 
for a priest to accept teruma wine from an am ha'aretz, but if an 
am ha‘aretz says to the priest: I separated and placed into this barrel 
of teruma wine a quarter-log of sacrificial wine, he is deemed 
credible?" And this indicates that teruma does not render the 
sacrificial food impure. And if you say with regard to teruma that 
its state of purity is impurity vis-a-vis sacrificial food, let the 
teruma render the sacrificial food impure. 
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Rabbi Yitzhak said to Rabbi Yirmeya of Difti: Are you are saying 
that there is an objection to my opinion based on the case of impurity 
in a case of food items, the teruma wine and the sacrificial wine, that 
are attached in one barrel? Impurity in a case of food items that are 
attached is different, as, since the am ha‘aretz is deemed credible 
with regard to the sacrificial food, he is deemed credible with 
regard to the teruma as well. 


Rav Huna bar Natan raises an objection from a baraita to the opin- 
ion of Rabbi Yitzhak with regard to rendering sacrificial food impure 
with fourth-degree ritual impurity: Non-sacred food that is impure 
with second-degree impurity renders impure through contact a 
non-sacred liquid, which assumes first-degree impurity, and dis- 
qualifies teruma foods," in the sense that those foods are impure but 
do not transmit impurity to other food. And non-sacred food that is 
impure with third-degree impurity renders impure through contact 
a sacrificial liquid and disqualifies sacrificial foods, in the case of 
non-sacred food items that were prepared on the level of purity of 
sacrificial food." This contradicts the opinion of Rabbi Yitzhak, who 
said that there is nothing that confers fourth-degree impurity in 
sacrificial food other than consecrated sacrificial food alone, but not 
non-sacred food prepared with the purity of sacrificial food. 


The Gemara answers that this matter is a dispute between tanna’im," 
as it is taught in a baraita: The halakhic status of non-sacred food 
items that were prepared on the level of purity of sacrificial food is 
like that of non-sacred foods, and they are incapable of assuming 
third-degree impurity. 


Rabbi Elazar, son of Rabbi Tzadok, says: The halakhic status of 
non-sacred food items that were prepared on the level of purity of 
sacrificial food is like that of teruma. Accordingly, a primary source 
of ritual impurity is able to render two items impure: The food item 
with which it comes into contact assumes first-degree impurity, and 
the food item with which that came into contact assumes second- 
degree impurity. And that item is able to disqualify one further item, 
which assumes third-degree impurity but will not render sacrificial 
food impure with fourth-degree impurity. According to both opin- 
ions in this baraita, non-sacred food prepared with the purity of 
sacrificial food does not disqualify sacrificial food. According to the 
mishna in Teharot, it does disqualify sacrificial food. 


§ The mishna states (33a): In the case of one who slaughters a domes- 
ticated animal, an undomesticated animal, or a bird, and blood did 
not emerge from them, Rabbi Shimon says: They were rendered 
susceptible to ritual impurity by means of the slaughter itself. Rav 
Asi said that Rabbi Shimon would say: It is its slaughter that ren- 
ders it susceptible to ritual impurity, and not the blood that emerges 
during the slaughter. 


The Gemara suggests: Let us say that the mishna supports the opin- 
ion of Rav Asi. Rabbi Shimon says: They were rendered susceptible 
to ritual impurity by means of the slaughter itself. The Gemara asks: 
What, is it not that Rabbi Shimon is saying: By means of the slaugh- 
ter and not by means of the blood from the slaughter? The Gemara 
answers: No, perhaps Rabbi Shimon is saying: The animal can be 
rendered susceptible to ritual impurity by means of blood and also 
by means of slaughter. 


The Gemara suggests: Come and hear a baraita is support of Rav Asi’s 

statement. Rabbi Shimon said to the Rabbis: Is it blood that ren- 
ders the animal susceptible to ritual impurity? But isn’t it slaughter 

that renders it susceptible? This indicates that Rabbi Shimon holds 

that it is specifically the slaughter and not the blood that renders the 

flesh susceptible to impurity. The Gemara rejects this proof. This is 

what Rabbi Shimon is saying to the Rabbis: Is it blood alone that 

renders the animal susceptible to ritual impurity? Slaughter too 

renders it susceptible. 


HALAKHA 


Non-sacred food with second-degree impurity ren- 
ders impure a non-sacred liquid and disqualifies 
teruma foods - pia phan apwa Kava pinay wa 
mann Opin: Non-sacred food that is impure with 
second- -degree impurity disqualifies teruma produce, 
rendering it impure with third-degree impurity. If it 
touches non-sacred liquids it renders them impure with 
first-degree impurity (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot 
Shear Avot HaTumot 11:7). 


Non-sacred food items that were prepared on the 
level of purity of sacrificial food - nigy by ww pon 
wpm: In the case of non-sacred food that was prepared 
on the level of purity of sacrificial food, if it comes into 
contact with third-degree impurity it remains pure, like 
other non-sacred food, in accordance with the opinion 
of the first tanna of the baraita (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hil- 
khot Shear Avot HaTumot 12:16, and see Ra’avad there). 


NOTES 


This matter is a dispute between tanna‘im — 871 Kan: 
There are three opinions with regard to non-sacred food 
that was prepared on the level of purity of sacrificial 
food and that is impure with third-degree ritual impurity. 
The baraita cited by Rav Huna bar Natan states that it 
assumes third-degree impurity and renders sacrificial 
food impure with fourth-degree impurity. Rabbi Elazar, 
son of Rabbi Tzadok, holds that it is disqualified, mean- 
ing that it is impure but does not render sacrificial food 
impure. Finally, the first tanna, who disagrees with Rabbi 
Elazar, son of Rabbi Tzadok, holds that non-sacred food 
that was prepared on the level of purity of sacrificial food 
does not assume third-degree impurity at all. Accord- 
ing to Rashi, Rabbi Yitzhak holds in accordance with the 
opinion of Rabbi Elazar, son of Rabbi Tzadok. According 
to the Ramban, who says that according to Rabbi Yitzhak 
non-sacred food that was prepared on the level of purity 
of sacrificial food does not assume third-degree impurity 
at all, Rabbi Yitzhak holds in accordance with the opinion 
of the first tanna of the baraita. That is the ruling of the 
Rambam (see Kesef Mishne). 
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NOTES 

Blood of the animal that is dead - nan 07: Rashi and 
Rabbeinu Gershom Meor HaGola explain that this refers 
to blood of an animal that dies by itself. Likewise, the 
terms: Blood of those that are killed, and: Blood of its 
wound, ostensibly refer to an animal, as the Gemara is 
discussing the status of the blood of an animal that was 
slaughtered. But Rabbeinu Tam explains that the terms: 
Blood of the dead, Blood of those that are killed, and 
Blood of its wound, all refer to the blood of a person 
(see Ramban and Rashba). 


HALAKHA 


Blood of slaughter renders food items susceptible to 
ritual impurity - YW mme D7: Blood is one of the 
liquids that renders food susceptible to ritual impurity. 
The blood referred to here is the blood that emerges 


from a kosher animal or bird as it is being slaughtered, 
in accordance with the opinion of the Rabbis, who dis- 


agree with Rabbi Shimon (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot 
Tumat Okhalin 10:3). 
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The Gemara suggests: Come and hear a baraita contrary to Rav 
Asi’s statement. Rabbi Shimon says: Blood of the animal that is 
dead" of natural causes does not render food items susceptible to 
ritual impurity. What, is it not that one may infer that blood of 
slaughter renders food items susceptible to ritual impurity?" The 
Gemara rejects this proof. No, infer that blood of animals that 
are killed renders food items susceptible to ritual impurity. The 
Gemara asks: But with regard to blood of slaughter, what then is 
the halakha; that it does not render food items susceptible to 
ritual impurity? 


If so, let Rabbi Shimon teach us that blood of slaughter does not 
render the animal susceptible to ritual impurity, and we will con- 
clude that all the more so that is the halakha with regard to blood 
of the animal that is dead as a result of natural causes. The Gemara 
answers: It was necessary for Rabbi Shimon to teach the halakha 
of blood of the animal that is dead as a result of natural causes, as 
it could enter your mind to say: What difference is there to me if 
one killed the animal himself, and what difference is there to me 

if the animal was killed by the angel of death? In both cases the 
blood should render the animal susceptible to ritual impurity. 
Therefore, Rabbi Shimon teaches us that unlike blood ofan animal 
that was killed, blood of an animal that is dead as a result of natural 
causes does not render food items susceptible to ritual impurity, 
and no inference may be drawn with regard to blood of slaughter. 


The Gemara suggests: Come and hear another baraita contrary to 
Rav Asi’s statement. Rabbi Shimon says: Blood of the wound of 
an animal does not render other items susceptible to ritual impu- 
rity. What, is it not that one may infer that blood of slaughter 
renders food items susceptible to ritual impurity? The Gemara 
rejects this proof. No, infer that blood of animals that are killed 
renders food items susceptible to ritual impurity. The Gemara 
asks: But with regard to blood of slaughter, what is the halakha; 
that it does not render food items susceptible to ritual impurity? 


If so, let Rabbi Shimon teach us that blood of slaughter does not 
render the animal susceptible to ritual impurity, and we will con- 
clude that all the more so that is the halakha with regard to blood 
of its wound. The Gemara answers: It was necessary for Rabbi 
Shimon to teach blood of its wound, as it could enter your mind 
to say: What difference is there to me if one killed the entire 
animal, and what difference is there to me if one killed half of the 
animal, i.e., wounded it? In both cases the blood should render the 
animal susceptible to ritual impurity. Therefore, Rabbi Shimon 
teaches that unlike the blood of an animal that was killed, the blood 
from an animal's wound does not render food items susceptible to 
ritual impurity, and no inference may be drawn with regard to blood 
of slaughter. 


The Gemara asks: What is different with regard to blood of animals 
that are killed that they render food items susceptible to ritual 
impurity? It is due to the fact that it is written: “Behold, they area 
people that rises up as a lioness, and as a lion he lifts himself up; he 
shall not lie down until he eats of the prey and drinks blood of 
carcasses” (Numbers 23:24). The fact that the blood of a carcass, 
which in the context of the verse is referring to an animal that was 
killed, is mentioned in the context of drinking, indicates that it is a 
liquid that renders food items susceptible to ritual impurity. 


With regard to blood of slaughter it is also written: “Only, you 

shall not eat the blood; you shall pour it upon the earth as water” 
(Deuteronomy 12:16). The parallel to water ostensibly indicates that 

the blood of slaughter should also render food items susceptible to 

ritual impurity. The Gemara answers: That verse is not written 

with regard to susceptibility to impurity. The purpose for which 

it comes is to permit benefit from the blood of disqualified 

consecrated animals. 
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It could enter your mind to say: Since benefit from disqualified conse- 
crated animals is forbidden with regard to their fleece and labor, per- 
haps benefit from their blood is also forbidden, and let it require burial. 
Therefore, the verse teaches us that benefit from their blood is permitted. 


The school of Rabbi Yishmael taught that the verse: “And drinks the 
blood of carcasses,” from which it is derived that the blood ofan animal 
that was killed renders food items susceptible to ritual impurity, serves 
to exclude blood that emerges in a surge due to arterial pressure at the 
moment of slaughter while the animal is still alive that does not render 
seeds susceptible to ritual impurity." 


§ The Sages taught in a baraita: With regard to one who slaughters an 
animal and splashed blood of the slaughter on a gourd of teruma, Rabbi 
Yehuda HaNasi says: The gourd is rendered susceptible to ritual impu- 
rity. Rabbi Hiyya says: If the gourd came into contact with a source of 
impurity, one places the matter in abeyance, as there is uncertainty 
whether the blood rendered it susceptible to impurity. 


Rabbi Oshaya said: Since Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi says that the gourd is 
rendered susceptible to ritual impurity and Rabbi Hiyya says that one 
places the matter in abeyance, on whom shall we rely? Come and let 
us rely on the statement of Rabbi Shimon, as Rabbi Shimon would 
say: It is slaughter that renders the animal susceptible, and not blood. 


Rav Pappa said in explanation: Everyone, Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi and 
Rabbi Hiyya, agrees that where there is blood on the gourd throughout 
the slaughter continuously from beginning to end, everyone, both 
Rabbi Shimon ben Lakish, who says: Slaughter is defined only as the 
conclusion of its performance, and Rabbi Yohanan, who says: Slaughter 
is defined from the beginning to the end of its performance, agrees that 
the blood renders the gourd susceptible to impurity, in accordance with 
the opinion of the Rabbis, who disagree with Rabbi Shimon. When they 
disagree is in a case where the blood is wiped off the gourd between 
the cutting of one siman and the other siman." Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi 
holds that slaughter is defined from the beginning to the end of its 
performance, and this blood that splashed on the gourd is blood of 
slaughter. 


Rabbi Hiyya holds that slaughter is defined only as the conclusion of 
its performance, and this is blood of a wound, which does not render 

food items susceptible to ritual impurity. And what is the meaning of 
the ruling of Rabbi Hiyya that one places the matter in abeyance? It 

means that one places the matter in abeyance until the conclusion of 
the slaughter. If there is blood remaining on the gourd at the conclu- 
sion of the slaughter the blood renders the gourd susceptible to ritual 

impurity, and if not, the blood does not render the gourd susceptible 

to ritual impurity. 


HALAKHA 


To exclude blood that emerges in a surge that does not render 
seeds susceptible to ritual impurity - VWN iyxw mbp ob bw 
DY gI nx: The only type of blood that renders food susceptible to 
ritual impurity is blood that emerges during the slaughter of kosher 
animals. The status of blood that surges as one begins to slaughter 
the animal is that of blood from a living animal and does not render 
food susceptible to ritual impurity, since the animal is alive. Its status 
is like that of the blood of a wound or the blood of bloodletting, in 
accordance with the baraita (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Tumat 
Okhalin 10:3; see Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Ma‘akhalot Assurot 6:3). 


Where the blood is wiped off between cutting one siman and 
the other siman — yard yD pa DT mapama: In a case where one 
slaughters an animal and blood spurts onto teruma, and the blood 
is wiped from the teruma between the cutting of the first siman and 


the second siman, there is uncertainty whether the status of that 
blood is that of blood of a wound, which does not render food sus- 
ceptible to impurity, or that of blood of slaughter, which renders food 
susceptible to impurity. Therefore, if the teruma comes into contact 
with an impure item, its status is in abeyance; it may not be eaten, as 
perhaps it is impure, and it may not be burned, as perhaps it remains 
pure. This is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Hiyya. Although 
the Rambam rules that slaughter is defined from the beginning to the 
end of its performance, in this case he rules stringently in accordance 
with the opinion of Rabbi Hiyya due to the uncertainty. Alternatively, 
perhaps the Rambam holds that the halakha is in accordance with the 
majority opinion, even though Rabbi Hiyya and Rabbi Shimon reach 
their conclusion for a different reason (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot 
Tumat Okhalin 10:3 and Or Same'ah there, and see Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot 
Pesulei HaMukdashin 1:18). 
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HALAKHA 


A dry portion of flour of meal offerings - 1 
nina Oy: In one place the Rambam writes that a 
dry portion of flour from a meal offering is capable 
of assuming first-degree impurity, because regard 
or sanctity renders it susceptible to ritual impurity. 
He adds that it is subject to diminishing degrees of 
impurity, i.e., it transmits second-degree impurity to 
an item with which it comes into contact. Elsewhere, 
he writes that it is uncertain whether it is subject to 
diminishing degrees of impurity. The Kesef Mishne 
explains that one case refers to impurity by Torah 
aw with regard to which there is uncertainty, and 
he other case refers to impurity by rabbinic law 
(Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Shear Avot HaTumot 
8:3, 12:14). 


NOTES 

When regard for sanctity is effective, etc. - !3 
4D) wpa Nan wma: The question being raised 
here is in essence the following: Is the notion of 
regard for sanctity a component of the halakhot of 
ritual impurity of food that dictates that a conse- 
crated item has the same status as food, or is this 
a unique halakha based only upon the importance 
of consecrated items, but it is not considered food? 
The Ra’avad explains this question in a different fash- 
ion: Since it was not rendered susceptible to ritual 
impurity, perhaps its impurity is incapable of render- 
ing other food impure (see Hiddushim UVeurim). 
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The Gemara asks: And what is the meaning of the statement of 
Rabbi Oshaya: Come and let us rely on the statement of Rabbi 
Shimon? According to Rabbi Shimon the blood of slaughter does 
not render food items susceptible to ritual impurity, while accord- 
ing to Rabbi Hiyya the blood of slaughter renders the gourd 
susceptible to ritual impurity. 


The Gemara answers that in a case where the blood is wiped off the 
gourd prior to the conclusion of slaughter, in any event, the opin- 
ions of Rabbi Shimon and Rabbi Hiyya correspond to each other: 
One Sage holds that the blood of slaughter does not render the 
gourd susceptible to ritual impurity and the other Sage holds that 
the blood of slaughter does not render the gourd susceptible to 
ritual impurity. The result is that Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi, who holds 
that the blood of slaughter renders the gourd susceptible to ritual 
impurity, is one Sage stating an individual opinion, and the state- 
ment of one Sage has no standing in a place where it is disputed by 
two Sages. 


Rav Ashi said that the term: One places the matter in abeyance, 
indicates that it remains in abeyance forever. It is a fundamental 
halakhic uncertainty for which there is no resolution. And in the 
case where the blood is wiped off the gourd prior to the conclusion 
of the slaughter, the halakha is unclear. This is because Rabbi Hiyya 
is uncertain whether slaughter is defined from the beginning to 
the end of its performance or whether slaughter is defined only as 
the conclusion ofits performance. And what is the meaning of his 
ruling that one places the matter in abeyance? It means that if a 
source of impurity comes into contact with the gourd after the blood 
was wiped off the gourd, one may neither eat the gourd, as perhaps 
it is impure teruma, nor may one burn it, as perhaps it is pure. 


The Gemara asks: And according to this explanation, what is the 
meaning of the statement of Rabbi Oshaya: Come and let us rely 
on the statement of Rabbi Shimon? According to Rabbi Shimon 
the blood of slaughter does not render food items susceptible to 
ritual impurity, while according to Rabbi Hiyya, there is uncer- 
tainty with regard to the status of the gourd. The Gemara answers 
that with regard to the matter of burning, in any event, the opin- 
ions of Rabbi Shimon and Rabbi Hiyya correspond to each other: 
One Sage, Rabbi Shimon, does not burn the gourd, because it was 
not rendered susceptible to impurity, and the other Sage, Rabbi 
Hiyya, does not burn the gourd, due to the uncertainty. 


The result is that Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi, who holds that one burns 
the gourd since the blood of slaughter renders the gourd susceptible 
to ritual impurity and contact with a source of impurity renders it 
impure, is one Sage stating an individual opinion, and the state- 
ment of one Sage has no standing in a place where it is disputed by 
two Sages. And this is what Rabbi Hiyya is saying: In a case such 
as this, one places the matter in abeyance; one may neither eat the 
gourd nor burn it. 


Rabbi Shimon ben Lakish raises a dilemma: With regard to a dry 
portion of consecrated flour that was not mixed with the oil of 
meal offerings," does one count the descending levels of impurity 
characteristic of other foods that come into contact with a primary 
source of impurity, i.e., that food assumes first-degree impurity, 
and food that comes into contact with that food assumes second- 
degree impurity; or does one not count the descending levels of 
first-degree impurity and second-degree impurity? The Gemara 
elaborates: When regard for sanctity is effective’ in rendering an 

item susceptible to impurity, is it effective only to disqualify that 

item itself, but to count the descending levels of first-degree and 

second-degree impurity it is not effective? Or perhaps once it is 

rendered susceptible to impurity there is no difference whether it 

is rendered susceptible by means of regard for sanctity or by means 

of contact with liquids. 
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Rabbi Elazar said: Come and hear proof from a baraita. It is written: 
“Of all food that may be eaten, on which water comes, it shall be 
impure; and all drink that may be drunk it shall be impure” (Leviti- 
cus 11:34). From that verse it is derived: Food that comes into con- 
tact with water" is rendered susceptible to ritual impurity’ and to 
count the descending levels of impurity, but food that does not 
come into contact with water is not rendered susceptible to ritual 
impurity. Apparently, for the dry portion of flour that did not come 
into contact with a liquid but was rendered susceptible by regard for 
sanctity, one does not count the descending levels of impurity. 


The Gemara asks: Is that to say that Rabbi Shimon ben Lakish does 
not have knowledge of the halakha that only food that comes into 
contact with water is susceptible to ritual impurity? The Gemara 
answers: This is the dilemma that Rabbi Shimon ben Lakish is 
raising: Is the halakhic status of consecrated food that is subject to 
regard for sanctity like that of food that comes into contact with 
water, and one does not count the descending levels of impurity 
for items that come into contact with it, or no, its halakhic status 
is unique? 


The Gemara explains that Rabbi Elazar, who cited the verse to 
resolve the dilemma of Rabbi Shimon ben Lakish, is not merely 
citing a verse that Rabbi Shimon ben Lakish knows. Rather, he too 
is stating his proof from the extraneous formulation of the verses. 
Since it is written: “But when water is placed upon the seed, and 
any of their carcass falls upon it, it is impure for you” (Leviticus 11:38), 
why do I need the verse: “Of all food which may be eaten, on which 
water comes, shall be impure” (Leviticus 11:34)? 


NOTES 


Food that comes into contact with water is rendered suscep- 
tible to ritual impurity - W37 O22 KAT bain: In other words, it 
is susceptible to assume first-degree or second-degree impurity. In 
the Jerusalem Talmud (Hagiga 3:2), a statement is cited in the name 
of Rabbi Elazar based on the verse: “Of all food that may be eaten, 
on which water comes, it shall be impure; and all drink that may be 
drunk it shall be impure” (Leviticus 11:34). Food whose susceptibility 
to impurity is effected by means of water is subject to diminishing 


degrees of impurity, but food whose susceptibility to impurity is not 
effected by means of water is not subject to diminishing degrees of 
impurity. The Jerusalem Talmud also cites an additional derivation 
from the verse: “Of all food that may be eaten” (Leviticus 11:34): An 
item whose impurity is due to the fact that it is food is subject to 
diminishing degrees of impurity, while an item whose impurity is not 
due to the fact that it is food is not subject to diminishing degrees 
of impurity. 
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Is it not to exclude items rendered susceptible to impurity due to 
regard for sanctity? The Gemara rejects that proof: No, both verses 
teach that food becomes impure only after it is rendered susceptible 
to impurity by one of the seven liquids. One verse is referring to 
impurity imparted by a corpse, and one verse is referring to 
impurity imparted by the carcass of a creeping animal. 


And both verses are necessary, as had the Torah taught us the 
requirement of being rendered susceptible to impurity only with 
regard to impurity imparted by a corpse, one would have concluded 
that it is there that food requires being rendered susceptible to 
impurity by one of the seven liquids in order to become impure, due 
to the fact that the impurity imparted by a corpse is less stringent, as 
a portion ofa corpse the size ofa lentil-bulk does not render people 
or vessels impure. But in the case of impurity imparted by the car- 
cass of a creeping animal, which is more stringent, as the creeping 
animal renders people or vessels impure with a portion of it the size 
of a lentil-bulk, say that food does not require to be rendered 
susceptible by one of the seven liquids in order to become impure. 


HALAKHA 


Food that comes into contact with water - 
oa xa bai: Any food designated for human 

consumption can become susceptible to ritual 

impurity. Any food of a type not typically des- 
ignated for human consumption can become 

susceptible to ritual impurity only if it was specifi- 
cally designated for human consumption. In both 

of these categories, food is susceptible to ritual 

impurity only if it comes into contact with one of 
the seven liquids that effect susceptibility (Ram- 
bam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Tumat Okhalin 1:1). 
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HALAKHA 


One who harvests grapes in order to take them to 
the winepress — mb ‘syiam: If one harvests grapes in 
order to sell them in the marketplace or to dry them, 
they become susceptible to ritual impurity only after 
they come into contact with liquid through his own 
volition. If one harvests grapes in order to press them 
and produce wine, they are rendered susceptible to 
ritual impurity once he harvests them even though 
no liquid fell on them, and they are rendered impure 
if they come in contact with a source of impurity. This 
halakha is a rabbinic decree, issued because at times 
a person enters his vineyard to determine whether 
the time for harvest has arrived. In order to ascertain 
whether they are ripe, he might squeeze a bunch of 
grapes on the vine, and the liquid drips onto grapes 
that were harvested. Since ultimately these grapes 
will be pressed, he allows them to be squashed and 
release their liquid, and he does not want the liquid 
to go to waste. Since the liquid falls on the harvested 
grapes of his own volition, those harvested grapes 
are rendered susceptible to ritual impurity (Rambam 
Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Tumat Okhalin 111, and see Ra'avad 
there). 
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And had the Torah taught us the requirement of being ren- 
dered susceptible to impurity only with regard to impurity 
imparted by the carcass of a creeping animal, one would have 
concluded that it is there that food must be rendered suscep- 
tible to impurity, due to the fact that the impurity imparted by 
a creeping animal is less stringent, as a creeping animal does 
not render people or vessels impure with impurity that lasts 
seven days. But with regard to a corpse, which renders people 
or vessels impure with impurity that lasts seven days, say that 
food does not require to be rendered susceptible by one of 
the seven liquids in order to become impure from it. Therefore, 
it is necessary for the Torah to teach both verses. 


Rav Yosef raises an objection from the mishna (33a) to Rabbi 
Elazar’s opinion that only with regard to food rendered suscep- 
tible by one of the seven liquids does one count the descending 
levels ofimpurity, i.e., first-degree impurity and second-degree 
impurity: Rabbi Shimon says: They were rendered suscep- 
tible to ritual impurity by means of the slaughter itself. Rabbi 
Shimon is saying they were rendered susceptible in every 
sense, and even to count the descending levels of impurity, 
first-degree impurity and second-degree impurity. 


Why is the animal rendered susceptible to impurity in every 
sense; but the slaughtered animal is not food that comes into 
contact with water? Apparently, even items that did not come 
into contact with water are susceptible to impurity in every 
sense. Abaye said to Rav Yosef: Rabbi Shimon holds that it 
is not susceptible by Torah law. Rather, the Sages accorded 
susceptibility via slaughter of the animal a status like that of 
susceptibility rendered by means of water, by rabbinic law. 


Rabbi Zeira said: Come and hear an objection to Rabbi Ela- 
zar’s opinion from a baraita: In the case of one who harvests 
grapes in order to take them to the winepress," Shammai says: 
The grapes are rendered susceptible to ritual impurity by the 
liquid that seeps from them, and Hillel says: They are not 
rendered susceptible to ritual impurity; and ultimately, Hillel 
was silent and did not respond to Shammai, accepting his 
opinion. Why does that liquid render the grapes susceptible to 
impurity; but the grapes are not food that comes into contact 
with water? Contact with liquid renders food susceptible to 
impurity only if the contact was with the intent of the owner, 
and here, the liquid did not seep out of the grapes of one’s 
own volition. Abaye said to Rabbi Zeira: Hillel does not hold 
that the grapes are susceptible by Torah law; rather, the Sages 
accorded susceptibility via the liquid a status like that of sus- 
ceptibility rendered by means of water, by rabbinic law, to 
count the descending levels of impurity, i.e., first-degree 
impurity, second-degree impurity. 


Rav Yosef said to Abaye: I said to you an objection from the 
statement of Rabbi Shimon: They were rendered susceptible 
to ritual impurity by means of the slaughter itself, and you 
said to me: It was the Sages who accorded susceptibility via 
slaughter of the animal a status like that of susceptibility ren- 
dered by means of water. And Rabbi Zeira said to you an 
objection from the case of one who harvests grapes, and you 
said to him: It is the Sages who accorded susceptibility via the 
liquid from the grapes a status like that of susceptibility ren- 
dered by means of water. If so, will you also say in response to 
the dilemma of Rabbi Shimon ben Lakish with regard to a 
dry portion of consecrated flour that was not mixed with the 
oil of meal offerings that it is the Sages who accorded suscep- 
tibility via the regard for sanctity of the flour a status like that 
of susceptibility rendered by means of water, by rabbinic law, 
to count the descending levels of impurity, i.e., first-degree 
impurity, second-degree impurity? 


This file may not be reproduced or distributed in any form without express permission from the publisher 


wp ya pnw var WY > sox 
KYD XPD amb KYD nbn 
ames av 


xan denier wapa nam an 
ye wx wary DOIM Kaby ah 
PNI WANT WNT, NY 2a 


II WNT) - OTA WINNT NPS 
oT) paa spn I TAY KIY Ta KN 
KY sw PTOI VKU MHTP 
D7 0A 99W YNI by waxn 
DIDS JWI PND WHI 002 ILI 

Iwan PY 


KIIVA VE PWIA WHT XK 
‘PW IN BTA D I1 WN XT 
MPN IPT ITY PT ND enan ma 
-DIK KAND KDD DIP POIN PRY 
TWMST IND K ON? "DWE" NTN 

wipa nana 


AKTORI vox TTT aya NAN 
bapyw jaa: benv Tote TA TI 
bna APIAY) ww mat by mə 

by nato npon pr aono 


Abaye said to Rav Yosef: Is that to say that Rabbi Shimon ben 
Lakish was raising a dilemma with regard to placing the matter in 
abeyance, and one may neither eat the consecrated flour nor may 
one burn it, which would be the case for impurity by rabbinic law? 
When Rabbi Shimon ben Lakish raises the dilemma it is with 
regard to whether to burn the gourd, which is the case when the 
impurity is by Torah law. 


The Gemara notes that it may be learned by inference that Rabbi 
Shimon ben Lakish holds that regard for sanctity renders sacred 
items subject to ritual impurity by Torah law, as his dilemma was 
limited to whether one counts the descending levels of impurity 
from those susceptible items, i.e., first-degree impurity, second- 
degree impurity, not the impurity of the sacred item itself. From 
where do we derive this halakha? If we say that it is derived from 
that which is written: “And the flesh that touches any impure item 
shall not be eaten; it shall be burned with fire” (Leviticus 7:19), then 
it must be ascertained: This flesh that was rendered susceptible to 
ritual impurity, by what means was it rendered susceptible? 


If we say that it was rendered susceptible to impurity by means of 
the blood of the animal, this is difficult. But doesn’t Rabbi Hiyya 
bar Abba say that Rabbi Yohanan says: From where is it derived 
with regard to blood of sacrificial animals that it does not render 
food susceptible to impurity? It is derived from a verse, as it is 
stated: “You shall not eat it; you shall pour it upon the earth like 
water” (Deuteronomy 12:24). Blood ofa non-sacred animal, which 
is poured like water when it is slaughtered, renders food suscep- 
tible to ritual impurity. By contrast, blood of a sacrificial animal, 
which is not poured like water but is presented on the altar, does 
not render food susceptible to impurity. 


Rather, perhaps say that the flesh was rendered susceptible to 
ritual impurity by means of the liquids of the Temple abattoir. But 
didn’t Rabbi Yosei, son of Rabbi Hanina, say: With regard to the 
liquids of the Temple abattoir," not only are they ritually pure," 
but they do not even render food susceptible to impurity. And if 
you would say that one should explain the statement of Rabbi Yosei, 
son of Rabbi Hanina, as referring exclusively to blood, and the other 
liquids render food susceptible, but doesn’t he say: Liquids, in the 
plural? Rather, is it not that the flesh was rendered susceptible to 
ritual impurity via regard for sanctity? 


The Gemara responds: And perhaps the verse can be explained in 
accordance with the statement that Rav Yehuda says that Shmuel 
says, as Rav Yehuda says that Shmuel says: The verse is referring 
to a case where one had a cow that was to be sacrificed as a peace 
offering," and since the owner is entitled to the meat and the hide 
of the animal, in order to improve their quality he conveyed it 
through the river and slaughtered the animal while the liquid was 
still upon it and the animal was damp. That liquid rendered the 
meat susceptible to impurity. 


HALAKHA 


NOTES 


The liquids of the Temple abattoir, not only are they 
ritually pure — ,37 yaw p97 x Noman ma pwr: This 
refers to an ancient tradition included in the testimony 
of Yosei ben Yo'ezer of Tzereda (Eduyyot 8:4) that liquids 
of the Temple abattoir are pure, in the sense that they 
are not subject to impurity by Torah law. Some say that 
they are subject to impurity, but they cannot render 
other foods impure (see Pesahim 16a). 


The liquids of the Temple abattoir - navn ma *pwr: Liquids of 
the Temple abattoir, including the blood of the sacrifices and the 
water used there, are always pure in the sense that they are not 
subject to ritual impurity and do not render other food suscep- 
tible to ritual impurity. This halakha is learned through tradition 
(Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Tumat Okhalin 10:16 and Sefer Avoda, 
Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 1:36). 


Where one had a cow that was to be a peace offering - amw 
onby ma by T ib: In a case where a cow was designated. as 
an offering and led through a river on its way to the Temple, if it 
was slaughtered while it was still damp with the river water, it is 
rendered susceptible to ritual impurity. Therefore, if an impure 


needle was embedded in its flesh, the flesh of the animal is impure, 
in accordance with the statement of Rav Yehuda citing Shmuel. 
This is the case specifically with regard to impurity by Torah law. 
By rabbinic law, sacrificial food does not require liquid in order to 
become susceptible to ritual impurity; regard for sanctity suffices 
o render it susceptible. If an impure item of any kind touched it, 
it is disqualified for sacrifice. The Ra'avad questions this halakha 
based on the Gemara here, which indicates that regard for sanc- 
ity renders an item susceptible to ritual impurity by Torah law. 
The only uncertainty in the Gemara is whether food rendered 
susceptible to impurity by means of regard for sanctity is subject 
o diminishing degrees of impurity (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot 
Tumat Okhalin 10:17). 
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HALAKHA 

To include wood and frankincense — miaa oyy may: 
Although wood and frankincense are not food items, when 

they are sacrificed in the context of offerings they are sub- 
ject to ritual impurity like food. Impure wood is unfit for 
use on the altar. The KesefMishne writes that this is a higher 
standard instituted by the Sages with regard to sacrificial 

items, in accordance with the simple meaning of the 

Gemara in tractate Pesahim (35a) and Rashi’s explanation 

there. The Lehem Mishne writes that according to the Ram- 
bam, this principle of regard for sanctity applies by Torah 

law, based on the straightforward meaning of the Gemara 

here (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Issurei Mizbe‘ah 6:8). 


Perek II 
Daf 37 Amuda 


NOTES 
The dilemma shall stand unresolved - pn: The uncer- 
tainty remains by Torah law. By rabbinic law, regard for 
sanctity renders food susceptible to impurity and subject 
to diminishing degrees of impurity, i.e., first-degree and 
second-degree impurity (Tosafot). 
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Rather the proof is from the latter portion of that verse: “And the 
flesh that touches any impure item shall not be eaten; it shall be 
burned with fire. And the flesh, every pure person may eat flesh” 
(Leviticus 7:19). The Gemara explains: The second mention of the 
term “and the flesh” in the verse is superfluous and serves to include 
the halakha that with regard to sacred wood and frankincense," 
impurity disqualifies them from being burned on the altar. Are 
wood and frankincense edible and therefore included in the 
verse: “Of all food that may be eaten, on which water comes, shall 
be impure” (Leviticus 11:34)? Rather, Rabbi Shimon ben Lakish 
derived from this that regard for sanctity renders them susceptible 
to ritual impurity and renders their status like that of food. Here 
too, in the case ofa dry portion of flour that was not mixed with the 
oil of meal offerings, regard for sanctity renders it susceptible to 
ritual impurity. 


BACKGROUND 
Frankincense - mid: Frankincense is an aromatic spice used in 
various Temple rites. It is added to most meal offerings, except 
for the meal offering of a sinner and the meal offering of a sota, 
and it is burned on the altar together with the handful of flour. 
Frankincense is identified as the resin derived from Boswellia 
sacra, or frankincense, trees. 


Frankincense tree resin 


Frankincense pellets 


The Gemara asks: What is the resolution of the dilemma raised by 
Rabbi Shimon ben Lakish: When regard for sanctity is effective 
in rendering an item susceptible to impurity, is it only to disqualify 
that item itself, but to count the descending levels of first-degree 
impurity and second-degree impurity, it is not effective; or per- 
haps once it is rendered susceptible to impurity there is no differ- 
ence whether it is rendered susceptible by means of regard for 
sanctity or by means of contact with liquids? The Gemara answers: 
The dilemma shall stand unresolved." 


IDS) WTI NaN KATI PN 
wr per aa KIDY Sar PDT 
APA KIY NY ner iK xc 


This file may not be reproduced or distributed in any form without express permission from the publisher 


Nyy a) maon Mme owe "VI 
ain va paar W six dyna ya 
DT VON TDD ON FT DIN Wwb oa) 
DWI m moba oniwa iyaw 
mp ws -07 Dgn mons yin 
sy DIK OSM arg n n> 
WIVINW W ie bya IX Wa IX DD 

mata 


TATAD TATA IMM) TPT MTA Ihe 
nbw - aint Ki AP TVW TPT 
maa “ba wa) nyin xox TPR 
MDDR NPA AAW - DPAK DIT 
Px bay MQ Npa MIT DX bax 

mW- bon DDT bon any aa 


PON 901 PMWM NDI I) 
TWN TON NY” NST PC PDNT PAY TX 
xb - TI Aw bisg - aon DNA 

TOM APR IBID NT) boxer 


Soon - baxin x abaya yan vast 
DYNO TAY NPD NT NOW MIDI 
FEY WS) NPON DN KIUT NYDN 

ayn 


NPD xb IDD w aap wen KOT 
TWX MOTT ya TD 3Y NDT AT 
an raaa yir mbox) 23 KT 
Dm may KIAI PPT aT TE 

TPN N? 


wor maa T 7 wy ddiyd xend1y 
-apn EN „meya - o» naon 
iba 


MI SHNA In the case of one who slaughters an 


animal that is in danger of imminent 
death, Rabban Shimon ben Gamliel says:" The slaughter is 
valid only in a case where after the slaughter it convulses with 
its foreleg and with its hind leg." Rabbi Eliezer says: It is suf- 
ficient if blood spurted" from the neck. Rabbi Shimon says: In 
the case of one who slaughters at night" and the next day he 
awoke and found walls full of blood," the slaughter is valid, as 
it is clear that the blood spurted, and this is in accordance with 
the rule of Rabbi Eliezer. And the Rabbis say: It is valid only 
in a case where it convulses with its foreleg or with its hind leg, 
or in a case where it wags its tail. 


This is the halakha with regard to both a small animal, e.g., a 
sheep, and a large animal, e.g., a cow, that is in danger of immi- 
nent death. The slaughter of a small animal that when being 
slaughtered extended its foreleg that was bent and did not 
restore it to the bent position is not valid, as extending the 
foreleg is only part of the natural course of removal of the ani- 
mal’s soul from its body and not a convulsion indicating life. In 
what case is this statement said? It is in a case where the pre- 
sumptive status of the animal was that it was in danger of immi- 
nent death. But ifits presumptive status was that it was healthy, 
then even if there were none of these indicators, the slaughter 


is valid. 
G E M A The Gemara asks: From where is it 
known that the flesh of an animal in 
danger of imminent death is permitted by means of slaughter? 
The Gemara responds with a question: And from where would 
it enter your mind that it is prohibited? The Gemara explains 
that one may have thought it is prohibited, as it is written: 
“These are the living beings [hahayya] that you may eat among 
all the animals that are on the earth” (Leviticus 11:2). One might 
have thought that the verse is saying: Eat an animal that is fit to 
live [hayya], but do not eat an animal that is not fit to live. And 
this animal in danger of imminent death is not fit to live. 


The fact that its meat is permitted is derived from the fact that 
the Merciful One states that you shall not eat an unslaugh- 
tered animal carcass, as it is written: “You shall not eat any 
unslaughtered carcass” (Deuteronomy 14:21); one learns by 
inference that eating the meat of an animal in danger of immi- 
nent death is permitted. As, if it enters your mind that eating 
the meat ofan animal in danger ofimminent death is prohibited, 
now if an animal is prohibited while alive, is it necessary to 
state that it is prohibited after death? 


The Gemara rejects that proof. And that is not a legitimate infer- 
ence, as perhaps the halakhic status ofan unslaughtered carcass 
is the same as that of an animal in danger of imminent death, 
and the prohibition: “You shall not eat any unslaughtered car- 
cass,’ includes both. The Gemara answers: It would not enter 
your mind to say so, as itis written: “And if any animal of which 
you may eat dies, one who touches its carcass shall be impure 
until the evening” (Leviticus 11:39). This indicates that it is after 
death that the Merciful One calls the animal a carcass; while 
alive, the animal is not called a carcass. 


The Gemara questions that understanding. And perhaps, actu- 
ally I will say to you: The halakhic status of an unslaughtered 
carcass is the same as that of an animal in danger of imminent 
death, but if one slaughters the animal in danger of imminent 
death while alive, he would be in violation of a positive 
mitzva: “These are the living beings that you may eat” (Leviticus 
11:2), whereas after its death, he would be in violation of a 


prohibition: “You shall not eat any unslaughtered carcass” 


(Deuteronomy 14:21). 


NOTES 
Rabban Shimon ben Gamliel says -bbn ayawan 
waix: From the Gemara on 38a it is clear that the text 
here should read: Rabban Gamliel. Both the Maharshal 
and the Maharsha emend the text accordingly, based 
on variant manuscripts. 


Spurted [zinnka] — 793: Zinnka means that the blood 
spurts out with force (Rashi), The Rambam writes that 
this term refers to the snorting sound that an animal 
makes when the blood spurts from its neck (Meiri). 


And found walls full of blood - oxo ohn xy 
1: According to Shmuel, whose opinion is cited in the 
Gemara (38a), the reference is not to the walls of the 
house, but to the walls of the neck, the place of slaugh- 
er. Some understood that Rabbi Shimon rules more 
eniently than Rabbi Eliezer, as according to Rabbi Eliezer 
he blood must spurt with force, while Rabbi Shimon 
holds that any spurt of blood suffices as an indicator 
hat the animal was alive at the time of slaughter, even 
if the blood reaches only the walls of the neck. That is 
he meaning of the statement: And this is in accordance 
with the rule of Rabbi Eliezer (Shita Mekubbetzet, citing 
Rashi). 


HALAKHA 


Only where it convulses with its foreleg and with 
its hind leg - oan Ya DIA TW: If one slaughters 
a healthy anima ‘and it did not convulse, the slaugh- 
ter is valid. But if one slaughtered an animal that is in 
imminent danger of death, and it did not convulse at 
all, it has the status of an unslaughtered carcass, and 
one is flogged for consuming its meat. An animal in 
danger of death is defined as any animal that when one 
stands it on its feet it cannot stand without help, even if it 
consumes normal animal food eaten by healthy animals. 
If an animal in imminent danger of death did convulse, 
its consumption is permitted. 

What is the definition of convulsion? With regard to 
small domesticated animals, as well as all undomesti- 
cated animals, if it extended its foreleg and restored it 
to the bent position, or it extended its hind leg and did 
not return it, or it merely bent its leg, this is considered 
convulsion, and the slaughter is valid. But if it did not 
extend its foreleg or its hind leg and did not bend its leg 
at all, itis considered an unslaughtered carcass, in accor- 
dance with the opinion of the Rabbis (Rambam Sefer 
Kedusha, Hilkhot Ma‘akhalot Assurot 4:13-14; Shulhan 
Arukh, Yoreh De‘a17:1). 


One who slaughters at night - aba omiwi: In a case 
where one slaughters an animal in danger of imminent 
death at night, and he does not know whether or not 
the animal had a convulsion after slaughter, even if he 
finds blood on the neck of the slaughtered animal on 
the following day, there is uncertainty whether the ani- 
mal is an unslaughtered carcass, and it is prohibited to 
eat its meat, in accordance with the opinion of the Rab- 
bis (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Ma‘akhalot Assurot 
4:15; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh Dea 17:2). 
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NOTES 
Let the prohibition against eating a tereifa come 


and take effect upon the prohibition against eat- 


ing forbidden fat - noy by Yann mbaa vies a 
abn: Although typically a prohibition does not take 
effect where another prohibition already exists, this 
case is an exception to the rule. The Rambam writes 
that the reason is: Since the prohibition takes effect 
with regard to the flesh of the animal, it takes effect 
with regard to the fat as well (see Lehem Mishne). 


HALAKHA 
Let the prohibition against eating a tereifa come 
and take effect upon the prohibition against 
eating forbidden fat - by Yarn mha) Vo% Ka 
abn DK: One who eats the forbidden fat of an 


unslaughtered carcass or a tereifa is liable for violat- 


ing the prohibition against eating forbidden fat as 
well as the prohibition against eating the meat o 
an unslaughtered carcass or a tereifa. The reason is 
that when the additional prohibition against eating 
an unslaughtered carcass or a tereifa takes effect, i 
takes effect on the rest of its meat that is permitted; 
therefore, it takes effect on the forbidden fat as well. 
One who eats it is liable to be flogged with two sets 
of lashes (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Ma‘akhalot 
Assurot 7:2). 
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Rather, the fact that its meat is permitted is derived from the fact that 

the Merciful One states that you shall not eat an animal with a 

wound that will cause it to die within twelve months [tereifa], as it 

is written: “And you shall not eat any animal that was mauled in the 

field [tereifa]” (Exodus 22:30). From here, one learns by inference 

that eating the meat of an animal in danger of imminent death is 

permitted. As, if it enters your mind that eating the meat of an ani- 
mal in danger of imminent death is prohibited, now that an animal 

in danger of imminent death that is not lacking any limb is prohib- 
ited, is it necessary to state that a tereifa, an animal that was mauled 

and lacking body parts, is prohibited? 


The Gemara rejects that proof. And that is not a legitimate inference, 
as perhaps the halakhic status of a tereifa that is lacking body parts is 

the same as that ofan animal in danger ofimminent death that is not 

lacking body parts, and both are included in the category of tereifa. 
This would render one who slaughters either to be in violation of 
both a positive mitzva: “These are the living beings that you may eat,” 
anda prohibition: “And you shall not eat any animal that was mauled 

in the field [tereifa]? The Gemara questions that understanding: If 
so, why do I need the prohibition that the Merciful One writes 

with regard to an unslaughtered carcass? If while an animal is alive 

one stands in violation of a prohibition and a positive mitzva, is it 

necessary to state that it is prohibited after death? 


The Gemara objects: And that is not a legitimate question, as perhaps 
the halakhic status of an unslaughtered carcass is the same as a 
tereifa that is lacking body parts, and is the same as that of an animal 
in danger of imminent death that is not lacking body parts. Therefore, 
when the Torah writes the word “carcass,” it is the same as though it 
had written tereifa and the same as though it had written an animal in 
danger of imminent death. The Torah prohibits each, and the result 
will be that he will violate two prohibitions and a positive mitzva. 


Rather, the fact that the meat of an animal in danger of imminent 
death is permitted is derived from here: “And the fat ofa carcass and 
the fat of a tereifa may be used for any purpose; but you shall not 
eat it” (Leviticus 7:24). And the Master says: In order to derive what 
halakha is this verse written? Would one imagine that because it is 
an unslaughtered carcass or a tereifa its fat would be permitted for 
consumption? The Torah states: Let the prohibition against eating 
an unslaughtered carcass come and take effect upon the prohibi- 
tion against eating forbidden fat, which already exists. One who eats 
the forbidden fat of an unslaughtered carcass is liable for violation of 
both prohibitions. Likewise, the word “tereifa” in the verse teaches: 
Let the prohibition against eating a tereifa come and take effect 
upon the prohibition against eating forbidden fat," which already 
exists, so that one who eats the forbidden fat of a tereifa is liable for 
transgressing both prohibitions. 


And if it enters your mind to say that the halakhic status of a tereifa 
lacking body parts is the same as that of an animal in danger of 
imminent death, let the Merciful One write: And the fat ofa carcass 
may be used for any purpose, and the fat of a tereifa you shall not 
eat. The prohibition against eating the forbidden fat should have been 
written exclusively with regard to a tereifa, and I would say: If while 
an animal is alive and in danger of imminent death the prohibition 
against eating a tereifa takes effect upon the prohibition against 
eating forbidden fat, is it necessary to state that after its death the 
prohibition against eating an unslaughtered carcass takes effect upon 
the prohibition against eating forbidden fat? 
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The Gemara concludes: Rather, from the fact that the Merciful 
One writes that the prohibition against eating an unslaughtered 
carcass takes effect upon the prohibition against eating forbidden 
fat, one learns by inference that the tereifa in the verse is not the 
same as an animal in danger of imminent death. Rather, the 
tereifa in the verse is an animal that was mauled and is lacking 
body parts, and it is only that animal that is prohibited after 
slaughter. Eating an animal in danger of imminent death after 
slaughter is permitted. 


Mar bar Rav Ashi objects to this: And perhaps, actually I will 
say to you that the halakhic status of a tereifa is the same as that 
ofan animal in danger ofimminent death, and with regard to that 
which you said: Why do I need the prohibition with regard to 
an unslaughtered carcass that the Merciful One writes, one can 
explain that it is necessary for that unslaughtered carcass that 
does not come as a result of danger of imminent death. And 
what are the circumstances of that unslaughtered carcass? It is 
in a case where one rendered the animal like a shard, by cutting 
itinto two widthwise. The Gemara rejects that distinction: There 
too, in the case where one rendered the animal like a shard, it is 
impossible that the animal was not at least somewhat in danger 
of imminent death before he cut the majority of the animal. 


And if you wish, say instead that there is a different source for the 
fact that the meat of an animal in danger of imminent death is 
permitted. If it is so that an animal in danger of imminent death 
is included in the category of tereifa, let the verse say: The fat of 
an unslaughtered carcass and a tereifa. Why do I need it to be 
written: “Fat of a carcass and the fat of a tereifa”? The term “fat” is 
repeated to teach that it is this case where the status of its fat is 
not distinct from the status of its meat, and both are prohibited; 
but you have another case where the status of its fat, which is 
forbidden, is distinct from the status of its meat, which is permit- 
ted. And which case is that? That is the case of an animal in 
danger of imminent death. 


And if you wish, say instead that it is derived from here: “Then 
I said: Ah, Lord God, my soul has not become impure; and 
from my youth until now I have not eaten an unslaughtered 


carcass or a tereifa, and no piggul flesh came into my mouth” 


(Ezekiel 4:14). 


The Gemara explains: “My soul has not become impure” means 
that I did not consider any sinful thoughts during the day that 
would cause me to come to impurity due to a seminal emission 
at night." “And from my youth until now I have not eaten an 
unslaughtered carcass or a tereifa” means that I never ate the 
flesh of an animal that was in danger of imminent death, leading 
one to say: Slaughter it, slaughter it" quickly, before it dies. “And 
no piggul flesh came into my mouth” means that I never ate 
from an animal with regard to which there was uncertainty 
whether it is forbidden and a Sage issued a ruling’ to permit it. 
They said in the name of Rabbi Natan that the last portion of the 
verse means: That I never ate from an animal whose gifts to 
which members of the priesthood are entitled,’ i.e., the foreleg, 
the jaw, and the maw, were not already separated."" 


BACKGROUND 


Gifts to which members of the priesthood are entitled - any part of the grain. Second, unlike teruma, the foreleg, the 


poia: The Torah (Deuteronomy 18:3) specifies that the foreleg, 
the j jaw, and the maw of an animal is given to a priest. These 
gifts differ from teruma separated from produce in two ways: 
First, the foreleg, the jaw, and the maw are specific parts of the 
animal's body, in contrast to teruma, which is separated from 


jaw, and the maw have no sanctity, and the priest who receives 
them may share them with a non-priest. For these reasons it is 
not prohibited for the owner to eat the remaining parts of the 
animal prior to separating the foreleg, the jaw, and the maw for 
the priest (Ritva). 


HALAKHA 


That | did not consider thoughts during the day to 
come to impurity at night - *P> xa ova matt xow 
aba Taw: It is prohibited for a man to watch women 
doing laundry. It is even prohibited for him to look at the 
clothing of a woman with whom he is familiar, so that 
he will not have sexual thoughts about her (Rambam 
Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Issurei Bia 21:21, Shulhan Arukh, Even 
HaEzer 23:3 and Orah Hayyim 240:1). 


That | never ate flesh of an animal in danger of 
imminent death leading one to say: Slaughter it, 
slaughter it - abiy pis pip wa mhay xbw: The most 
prominent Sages would not eat from an animal whose 
slaughter was performed hurriedly, to ensure that it was 
slaughtered before its death, even ifthe animal convulsed 
after the slaughter. Although eating the meat of such an 
animal is not strictly prohibited, nevertheless, anyone 
who adopts this stringency is praiseworthy (Rambam 
Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Ma‘akhalot Assurot 4:12; Shulhan 
Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 17:3, 116:7). 


That | never ate from an animal whose gifts were 
not already separated - win ow TATAN box KW 
PIA: It is permitted to eat the other parts “of an 
animal even if the priestly gifts of the foreleg, the maw, 
and the jaw were not yet separated from the animal. In 
that respect, these gifts differ from produce from which 
teruma and tithes were not separated, which may not be 
eaten. This is because the parts of the animal given to a 
priest are specific parts of the animal's body. In addition, 
after the priest receives the foreleg, the maw, and the 
jaw, he may share them with a non-priest if he wishes. 
Although it is permitted to eat the meat of the animal 
before one separates those parts of the body to be given 
as gifts, there is a mitzva to separate them immediately 
after slaughter (Rambam Sefer Zera’‘im, Hilkhot Bikkurim 
9:14; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De'a 61:5 and Gra there). 


NOTES 


That | never ate from an animal with regard to which 
a Sage issued a ruling — ma ming magan box xb 
Dan: The straightforward meaning of the word piggul 
in this verse is food that is forbidden because a trans- 
gression was performed with it. Certainly Ezekiel was not 
expecting praise for not eating the meat of an animal 
that was forbidden. Rather, he meant that he did not eat 
the flesh of any animal with regard to which uncertainty 
arose whether eating its meat was permitted and a Sage 
was consulted to determine its status. Later (44b) the 
Gemara states that the reference here is not to an animal 
with regard to which a Sage issued a ruling based on 
halakhic tradition. Rather, it is to a case where the Sage 
ruled based on his reasoning. Accordingly, some com- 
mentaries explain that the term piggul in this case refers to 
an animal that was disqualified by intent, like piggul with 
regard to offerings. Since the ruling of the Sage was based 
upon his own reasoning, he may have first considered the 
possibility that the animal was a tereifa, which Ezekiel felt 
rendered the status of the animal as comparable to that 
of piggul (Hatam Sofer). 


Whose gifts to which members of the priesthood 
are entitled were not already separated — 32717 xb 
piama: The early commentaries note that according 
to Rabbi Yohanan it is prohibited to eat the meat of this 
animal, as its status is that of untithed produce (132b). 
Rabbi Natan disagrees. Rashi writes that the point of Eze- 
kiel's statement is that although he was a priest, and it is 
permitted for him to eat the gifts of the priesthood, he did 
not eat the meat of the animal, because he adopted the 
stringency to separate the gifts and give them to another 
priest. The Ramban rejects Rashi’s explanation, as the term 
piggul is inappropriate in that case. 


15913 p9- HULLIN ` PEREK II : 37B 


197 


This file may not be reproduced or distributed in any form without express permission from the publisher 


HALAKHA 

Any animal which one stands it on its feet but it does 
not stand unaided - ATAY FYR) ADIN ppnayaw bs: 

An animal in danger of imminent ‘death is defined as 
any animal that is unable to stand when one attempts 
to stand it on its feet by raising one’s voice or prod- 
ding it with a stick. It assumes that status even if it is 
able to eat like a healthy animal. Even if the animal is 
capable of standing after it was physically stood on 
its feet, it is still considered an animal in danger of 
imminent death (Shakh; Gra), and it assumes the status 
of an unslaughtered carcass, in accordance with the 
opinion of Rav Yehuda (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot 
Ma‘akhalot Assurot 4:13, and see Ra‘avad there; Shulhan 
Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 17:1). 


NOTES 
Beams - ninip: The Meiri explains that the reference 
is to heart of palm, which hardens with each passing 
year as the tree grows, and is used for animal fodder 
(see Tiferet Ya‘akov). 


Perek II 
Daf 38 Amuda 


NOTES 

Is it necessary according to Abba, etc. — KYWYY 
^a) xax) mb: Rashi explains that Shmuel called Rav 
by this name as a sign of respect. Tosafot, citing the 
Arukh, write that Rav’s given name was actually Abba. 
The fact that he is called Rav is in consideration of his 
prominence, as he was the greatest of the Babylonian 
amora’im, just as Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi was called sim- 
ply Rabbi in consideration of his prominence. Since 
Shmuel was Rav’s friend, he called him by his name. 
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The proof is: Granted, if you say that it is permitted to slaughter 
and eat an animal in imminent danger of death, then that is the 
greatness of Ezekiel, as, although eating it is permitted, he refrained 
from doing so. But if you say that it is forbidden to slaughter and 
eat that animal, what in that action attests to the greatness of Eze- 
kiel? Apparently, it is permitted to slaughter and eat an animal in 
danger of imminent death. 


§ The Gemara asks: What are the circumstances of an animal in 
danger of imminent death? Rav Yehuda said that Rav said: It is any 
animal with regard to which one stands it on its feet but it does not 
stand unaided." Rav Hanina bar Shelamya in the name of Rav 
said: That indicator is so clear that even if that animal maintains 
sufficient strength in its jaw and eats pieces of wood, if it is unable 
to stand, its status is that of an animal in danger of imminent death. 
Rami bar Yehezkel said: That is the case even if that animal eats 
beams." 


In Sura, they would teach the exchange in that manner. In Pumbed- 
ita, they would teach the exchange in this manner: What are the 
circumstances of an animal in danger of imminent death? Rav 
Yehuda said that Rav said: It is any animal with regard to which 
one stands it on its feet but it does not stand unaided, even if that 
animal maintains sufficient strength in its jaw and eats pieces of 
wood. Rami bar Yehezkel said: That indicator is so clear that even 
if that animal maintains sufficient strength in its jaw and eats beams, 
if it is unable to stand its status is that of an animal in danger of 
imminent death. 


Shmuel found students of Rav after Rav’s death. He said to them: 
What did Rav say with regard to an animal in danger of imminent 
death? They said to him: This is what Rav said: 


If the animal lows, or excreted excrement, or wiggled its ear during 

the slaughter, that is a convulsion, and the slaughter renders eating 

the flesh of the animal permitted. Shmuel said to them: Is it neces- 
sary according to Abba," i.e., Rav, for the animal to move its ears 

during the slaughter, which requires a considerable life force? As I 

say: Any movements of the animal that are not matters that the 

death of the animal engenders are convulsions sufficient to render 

the slaughter valid. 


The Gemara asks: What are matters that the death of the animal 
engenders? Rav Anan said: This was explained to me from Master 
Shmuel himself: If the animal’s foreleg was bent, and the animal 
straightened it," that is a matter that the death of the animal 
engenders. But if its foreleg was straight and the animal bent it, 
that is among the matters that the death of the animal does not 
engender and is a convulsion sufficient to render the slaughter valid. 


HALAKHA 


Its foreleg was bent and the animal straightened it - ap an 
AVW TD: If during the slaughter of a small domesticated 
animal or of any undomesticated animal, the animal extended 
its foreleg and did not return it, it assumes the status of an 
unslaughtered carcass and it is prohibited to eat its meat, because 
extending the foreleg is nothing other than the natural course 
of departure of the animal's soul from its body. If its foreleg was 
extended and the animal bent it, there is a dispute between the 
commentaries with regard to its status. Some hold that it is permit- 
ted to eat the flesh of the animal, in accordance with the opinion 


of Shmuel (Rashba; Tur; Bah; Shakh). Others understand, based on 
the Rambam, that it is not permitted, explaining that the Rambam 
did not list this case, either because the halakha is in accordance 
with the opinion of Rav in his disputes with Shmuel concerning 
ritual law (Maggid Mishne), or because Rava does not include this 
case in his summary of the halakha on the following amud (Beit 
Yosef; Levush). Later authorities, such as the Tevuot Shor, write that 
one should adopt the stringent ruling (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, 
Hilkhot Ma‘akhalot Assurot 4:14; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh Dea 17:1). 
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The Gemara asks: What is Shmuel teaching us with that statement? 
We already learn in the mishna: The slaughter of a small animal 
that during its slaughter extended its foreleg that was bent and did 
not restore it to the bent position is not valid, as extending the 
foreleg is nothing other than part of the natural course of removal 
of the animal's soul from its body and not a convulsion indicating 
life. But one may infer that if the animal does restore its foreleg to 
the bent position, that indicates life and the slaughter is valid. 


The Gemara answers: If the halakha is learned from the mishna 
alone, I would say that it is specifically in a case where the animal's 
foreleg had been bent, and the animal now straightens it and then 
bends it, that the slaughter is valid. But if the foreleg had been 
straight and the animal bent it, the slaughter is not valid. Therefore, 
Shmuel teaches us that ifits foreleg was straight and the animal bent 
it; that is a convulsion sufficient to render the slaughter valid. 


The Gemara raises an objection from a baraita to Rav’s statement 
cited earlier. Rabbi Yosei says that Rabbi Meir would say: If an 
animal lows during its slaughter, that is not a convulsion sufficient 
to render the slaughter valid. Rabbi Elazar, son of Rabbi Yosei, says 
in the name of Rabbi Yosei: Even if the animal excreted excrement 
or wagged its tail, that is not a convulsion sufficient to render the 
slaughter valid. The Gemara now clarifies: Rabbi Yosei’s statement 
in the baraita that if an animal lows it is not a convulsion sufficient 
to render the slaughter valid is difficult, as it contradicts the state- 
ment of Rav that if an animal lows it is a convulsion. And Rabbi 
Elazar’s statement in the baraita that if an animal excreted excre- 
ment it is not a convulsion sufficient to render the slaughter valid 
is difficult, as it contradicts the statement of Rav that if an animal 
excreted excrement it is a convulsion. 


The Gemara answers: The apparent contradiction between the 
opinion that when an animal lows it is a convulsion and the opinion 
that when an animal lows it is not a convulsion is not difficult. This 
opinion, that it is a convulsion, is referring to a case where the 
animal’s voice is rich and powerful, a clear indication of life; that 
opinion, that it is not a convulsion, is referring to a case where the 
animal’s voice is muted, which is not an indication of life. The 
apparent contradiction between the opinion that when an animal 
excreted excrement it is a convulsion and the opinion that when an 
animal excreted excrement it is not a convulsion is also not difficult. 
Here, the opinion that it is not a convulsion is referring to a case 
where the animal expels the excrement in a trickle. That is not an 
indication of life. There, the opinion that it is a convulsion is refer- 
ring to a case where the animal expels the excrement with force. 
That is an indication of life. 


§ The Gemara continues its definition of convulsion that indicates 
life. Rav Hisda said: I was taught that the convulsion that the Sages 
said is an indication of life is a convulsion at the conclusion of the 
act of slaughter." Rav Hisda elaborates: What is the meaning of: At 
the conclusion of the act of slaughter? It means even in the midst 
of the slaughter. The Sages said that it must be at the conclusion of 
the slaughter only to exclude convulsions at the beginning of the 
act of slaughter, which are not an indication of life. 


HALAKHA 


The convulsion that the Sages said is at the conclusion of 
slaughter - mme FID mgY DPA: It is permitted to eat the flesh 
of an animal in danger of imminent death that was slaughtered only 
if it experiences a convulsion at the conclusion of the slaughter. If 
the convulsion was at the beginning or middle of the slaughter, it is 
prohibited to eat the meat, in accordance with the opinion of Rava. 
The convulsion must continue slightly after the slaughter is completed, 
in accordance with Rashi’s explanation. Although others rule leniently 


(Shakh), the custom is not to rely on their ruling. If the animal did not 
convulse during the slaughter or immediately after the slaughter 
was complete but convulsed sometime later, there are those who 
hold that it is permitted to eat the animal's flesh, and there are those 
who hold that it is prohibited to do so (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hil- 
khot Ma‘akhalot Assurot 4:13; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 17:1 and Pithei 
Teshuva there). 
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Rav Hisda said: From where do I say that a convulsion in the midst 
of the act of slaughter is an indication of life? It is from the mishna, 
as we learned: The slaughter of a small animal that when being 
slaughtered extended its foreleg that was bent and did not restore 
it to the bent position is not valid, as extending the foreleg is only 
part of the natural course of removal of the animal’s soul from its 
body and not a convulsion indicating life. Rav Hisda elaborates: 
When did the animal extend its foreleg but not restore it? If we say 
that it occurred at the conclusion of the slaughter, must the animal 
continue living for so extended a period that it restores its leg to its 
bent position after the slaughter is complete? Is the slaughter truly 
not valid otherwise? Rather, is it not that the mishna is referring to 
a case where the animal extends its foreleg in the middle of the 
slaughter? If so, then when it restores its leg as well, it is considered 
a convulsion that indicates life. 


Rava said to Rav Hisda: That is no proof. Actually, one could explain 
that the mishna is referring to a case where the animal extends its 
foreleg but did not restore it to the bent position at the conclusion 
of the slaughter," as I say with regard to any animal that does not 
do so at the conclusion of the slaughter, it is known that its soul 
was taken from it before that moment, and it was not alive. 


Rav Nahman bar Yitzhak said: The convulsion that the Sages said 
is an indication of life is a convulsion even at the beginning of the 
act of slaughter. 


Rav Nahman bar Yitzhak explained further and said: From where 

do I say that this is so? It is from the mishna, as we learned that 

Rabbi Shimon says: In the case of one who slaughters at night and 

the next day he awoke and found walls full of blood, the slaughter 
is valid, as it is clear that the blood spurted, and this is in accor- 
dance with the rule of Rabbi Eliezer. And Shmuel said with regard 

to the walls mentioned in the statement of Rabbi Shimon: It is the 

walls of the place of the slaughter, i.e., the walls of the neck, not the 

walls of the house, that we learned. Granted, if you say that a con- 
vulsion even at the beginning of the act of slaughter is an indication 

of life, this works out well. But if you say that a convulsion is an 

indication of life only at the conclusion of the act of slaughter, let 

us be concerned that perhaps the blood spurted onto the walls of 
the neck at the beginning of the act of slaughter, and there was no 

indication of life. 


The Gemara rejects that proof. But perhaps spurting is different, 
as it is superior as an indication of life to extending or bending a 
foreleg, and therefore, although extending or bending a foreleg is a 
sufficient indicator of life only at the conclusion of the act of slaugh- 
ter, spurting is a sufficient indicator even at the beginning of the act 
of slaughter. 


The Gemara asks: And is spurting superior? But didn’t we learn in 
the mishna: Rabbi Eliezer says it is sufficient if blood spurted from 
the neck, indicating that spurting of blood is a less substantive indi- 
cation of life than those indications mentioned in the statement of 
Rabban Gamliel, who requires that the animal convulse with its 

foreleg and with its hind leg? The Gemara answers: Rabbi Eliezer’s 

requirement of spurting is less substantive than the requirements of 
Rabban Gamliel as an indication of life, but superior to the require- 
ment of the Rabbis as an indication of life, where the Rabbis require 
that the animal convulse either with its foreleg or with its hind leg. 


Ravina said: Samma bar Hilkai said to me that the father of bar 
Abuveram, and some say that it was the brother of bar Abuveram, 
raises a difficulty: And is blood spurting superior to the require- 
ment of the Rabbis as an indication of life? But didn’t we learn in 
the mishna: And the Rabbis say: It is permitted only in a case where 
it convulses with its foreleg or with its hind leg, or in a case where 
it wags its tail? 
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Ravina elaborates: To which statement of the tanna’im in the 
mishna do the Rabbis stand and respond? If we say that they are 
responding to the statement of Rabban Gamliel, who requires that 
the animal convulse with its foreleg and with its hind leg, the Rabbis 
should have said: Once the animal convulsed with its foreleg or 
with its hind leg or it wagged its tail, indicating that this is sufficient. 


Rather, it is obvious that the Rabbis are responding to the state- 
ment of Rabbi Eliezer. And if Rabbi Eliezer’s opinion is superior 
to that of the Rabbis as an indication of life, what is the meaning of: 
It is permitted only in a case where it convulses with its foreleg or 
with its hind leg or it wags its tail? In that case too, the Rabbis should 
have said: Once the animal convulses with its foreleg or with its hind 
leg or it wags its tail. Apparently, blood spurting is a less substantive 
indication of life, and the proof of Rav Nahman bar Yitzhak remains 
valid: If spurting at the beginning of the act of slaughter is a sufficient 
indication of life to render the slaughter valid, then all the more so, 
extending and bending a limb are also sufficient indications of life. 


Rava said: The convulsion that the Rabbis said is an indication of 
life is a convulsion at the conclusion of the act of slaughter. Rava 

said: From where do I say that this is the case? It is as it is taught 

in a baraita with regard to the verse: “When a bull or a sheep or a 

goat is born, it shall be seven days under its mother; and from the 

eighth day and onward it may be accepted for an offering to the Lord” 
(Leviticus 22:27). The phrase “a bull 


or a sheep” is to the exclusion of an animal born to parents of 
diverse kinds,’ which may not be brought as an offering. The phrase 


“or a goat” is to the exclusion of an animal that resembles another 


species of animal." “When it is born’; this is to the exclusion of an 
animal born by caesarean section. “It shall be seven days”; this is 
to the exclusion of an animal whose time has not yet arrived." 


“Under its mother”; this is to the exclusion of an animal that is an 


orphan. 


Rava elaborates: What are the circumstances of this orphan? Ifwe 

say that its mother gave birth to it and then died, this is unreason- 
able. Will the mother continue living forever? Rather, perhaps the 

reference is to a case where the mother died and then gave birth 

to it. The Gemara rejects that possibility, as the fact that this animal 

is disqualified from sacrifice is derived from the phrase: “When it 

is born,” since after the mother’s death the newborn animal can 

emerge from the womb only by means of caesarean section. 


To the exclusion of diverse kinds.. 
that resembles another species of animal — 


.to the exclusion of an animal 
pvp... 1x999 vip 


HALAKHA 


of its own species, it is disqualified in the manner that a blem- 
ished animal is disqualified, as there is no greater blemish than 


aah: An animal that is the product of crossbreeding two different 
species is disqualified from sacrifice on the altar. Similarly, an animal 
that resembles another species of animal, even though it is not a 
crossbreed, is disqualified from sacrifice on the altar. Ifa sheep gives 
birth to a lamb that resembles a goat, or a goat gives birth to a kid 
that resembles a sheep, even if it somewhat resembles members 


resembling another species. Similarly, an animal born by caesarean 
section, an animal less than seven days old, and an animal that was 
born after its mother was slaughtered are disqualified from sacrifice 
on the altar, in accordance with the baraita (Rambam Sefer Avoda, 
Hilkhot Issurei Mizbe‘ah 3:4). 


BACKGROUND 
Diverse kinds - ob: The Torah prohibits cross- 


breeding different species of 


a transgression that is punis 


animals (Leviticus 19:19), 
hable by lashes. It is per- 


mitted to make use of the o 


spring of crossbreeding, 


e.g., a mule, which is the o 


spring of a donkey and 


a horse. The halakhot governing this prohibition are 
discussed in tractate Kilayim. 


NOTES 


Seven days to the exclusion of an animal whose 
time has not yet arrived — spin) bis ba naw 


pat: This is a reference to an 


animal that has not yet 


reached its eighth day, which is excluded from being 
sacrificed as an offering from the verse cited in the 


Gemara. 
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LANGUAGE 


Fluttered [rifref] — 157: This verb means either 
remble or flutter, as in fluttering wings or eyelashes. 
ts meaning here is similar to that of the term in 
he verse: “The pillars of heaven tremble [yerofafu]” 
(Job 26:1), and the Syriac word raf means tremble. 
The Sages employed this term with regard to a 
heartbeat as well. 


Diaphragm [hatzar kaved] - 133 3%1: This is the 
Aramaic translation that appears in Targum Onkelos 
or the term: “The lobe of the liver [yoteret hakaved]" 
(Exodus 29:22). Rashi understands that the refer- 
ence is to the diaphragm, which serves as a barrier 
between the lungs and the stomach cavity and is 
adjacent to the right side of the liver. In the Talmud it 
is known as: The membrane of the liver. Alternatively, 
Rav Hai Gaon explains that the word hatzar is an 
Aramaic term meaning small finger, similar to the 
Arabic pais) , al-hinsir, and a parallel word in Syriac, 
and that the reference is to the caudate lobe, a small 
protrusion from the liver. 
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Rather, it is obvious that the reference is to a case where the mother 
died at the conclusion of the birth, at which point this mother 
withdrew for death and that newborn withdrew for life. Granted, 
if you say that we require life at the conclusion of the birth, that 
is why a verse was necessary to exclude the orphan. But if you say 
that we do not require life at the conclusion of the birth, and the 

verse is excluding only an animal that was born after its mother’s 

death, why is this verse necessary to exclude it? It can be derived 

from the phrase: “When it is born.” It may be derived from here 

that in any situation where the animal must be alive, it must remain 
alive until the end of the process. That is the case with regard to the 

slaughter of an animal in danger of imminent death as well. The 

slaughter is valid only if there is an indication of life at the end of 
the act of slaughter. 


§ The mishna teaches: The slaughter of a small animal in danger of 
imminent death that during the slaughter extended its foreleg that 
was bent and did not restore it to the bent position is not valid, as 
extending the foreleg is only part of the natural course of removal 
of the animal’s soul from its body and not a convulsion indicating 
life. Rava says that the halakha is in accordance with the opinion 
expressed in this baraita: The slaughter of a small animal that 
extended its foreleg that was bent and did not restore it to the bent 
position is not valid. 


The baraita continues: In what case is this statement said? It is with 
regard to the foreleg. But with regard to the hind leg, whether 
the animal extended it and did not restore it to the bent position 
or the animal bent it but did not extend it, the slaughter is valid. 
In what case is this statement, about extending the foreleg, said? 
It is with regard to a small animal. But with regard to a large animal, 
whether the convulsion involves its foreleg or its hind leg, and 
whether the animal extended it and did not restore it to the bent 
position or the animal bent it but did not extend it, the slaughter 
is valid. And with regard to a bird, even if it fluttered [rifref]' 
only its wing or wagged only its tail, that is a convulsion and an 
indication of life. 


The Gemara asks: What is Rava teaching us in ruling in accordance 
with the baraita? He is teaching us all of those halakhot we learned 
in the mishna: The slaughter of a small animal that when being 
slaughtered extended its foreleg that was bent and did not restore 
it to the bent position is not valid, as extending the foreleg is only 
part of the natural course of removal of the animal’s soul from its 
body and not a convulsion indicating life. It may be inferred from 
the mishna that with regard to movement ofa foreleg alone, yes, it 
is not an indication of life, but movement of a hind leg, no, it is an 
indication of life. With regard to a small animal, yes, this is the 
halakha; with regard to a large animal, no, this is not the halakha, 
and extending a hind leg does indicate life. The Gemara answers: It 
was necessary for Rava to teach the halakha in the baraita with 
regard to a bird, as we did not learn it in the mishna. 


MI S HNA In the case of a Jew who slaughters the ani- 


mal of a gentile for a gentile," his slaughter 
is valid, and Rabbi Eliezer deems it not valid. Rabbi Eliezer says: 
Even if the Jew slaughtered the animal with the intent to feed the 
gentile from its diaphragm [ mehatzar kaved], its slaughter is not 
valid, as the unspecified intent of a gentile is to slaughter the 
animal for idol worship, and it is prohibited to derive benefit from it. 


HALAKHA 


A Jew who slaughters the animal of a gentile for a gentile - Jew may eat the flesh of the animal (Shakh), in accordance with the 


nod miw: If a Jew slaughters an animal belonging to a gentile, 
even if the intent of the gentile was that the animal will be for idol 
worship, and he articulates that intent, the slaughter is valid and a 


opinion of Rabbi Yosei that intent of the owner does not invalidate 
slaughter (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Shehita 2:22; Shulhan 
Arukh, Yoreh Dea 4:3). 
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Rabbi Yosei says: The matter of the intent of the gentile is irrelevant 
in this case, as can be derived by means of an a fortiori inference. If 
in a place where intent while slaughtering the animal invalidates 
the slaughter, i.e., in sacrificial animals, such as when slaughtering 
an offering with the intent to sacrifice it beyond its designated time, 
everything follows only the intent of the priest performing the 
service" and not the intent of the owner, then in a place where 
intent does not invalidate the slaughter, i.e., in non-sacred animals, 
is it not right that everything should follow only the intent of the 
one who slaughters the animal? 


G E M ARA In explanation of the dispute between the 
first tanna and Rabbi Eliezer, the Gemara 
explains: These tanna’im hold" in accordance with the opinion of 
Rabbi Eliezer, son of Rabbi Yosei, as it is taught in a baraita that 
Rabbi Eliezer, son of Rabbi Yosei, says: I heard that the owners, 
and not only the priest, render an offering piggul" by means of 
improper intent. The same is true with regard to non-sacred slaugh- 
ter, where the owners’ intent for idol worship invalidates the 
slaughter, even if the slaughterer has no intent for idol worship. 


But the first tanna holds that if we heard the gentile say that he 
intends" the animal for idol worship, yes, his intent invalidates the 
slaughter, and if the gentile did not voice his intent before us, his 
intent does not invalidate the slaughter, as we do not say that the 
unspecified intent of a gentile is for idol worship. Rabbi Eliezer 
holds: Although we did not hear the gentile say that he intends 
the animal for idol worship, the slaughter is not valid, as we say the 
unspecified intent of a gentile is for idol worship. And Rabbi 
Yosei comes to say that even though we heard the gentile say that 
he intends the animal for idol worship, in a case where this owner 
has intent for idol worship and that other person is performing the 
slaughter, we do not say that the intent of the owner invalidates 
the slaughter. 


There are those who say an alternative explanation of the mishna. 
It is with regard to a case where we heard the gentile say that he 
intends the animal for idol worship that the tanna’im disagree. The 
first tanna holds that when we say in a case where this owner 
has improper intent and that other person is performing the 
slaughter that the intent of the owner invalidates the slaughter, this 
statement applies only inside the Temple, in the slaughter of offer- 
ings. But with regard to non-sacred slaughter outside the Temple, 
the intent of the owner does not invalidate the slaughter, as with 
regard to deriving the halakhot of non-sacred slaughter outside the 
Temple from the halakhot of slaughter of sacrificial animals inside 
the Temple, 


NOTES 


These tanna‘im hold, etc. - 131 ay) IWR RIT IT: In other words, 
the reasoning of the first tanna, who holds that it is permitted, is 
not that he discounts the intent of the owner. Rather, it is because 
in his opinion, one does not say that the unspecified intent of a 
gentile is directed to idol worship. But if the gentile explicitly states 
his intent for idol worship, he agrees that the slaughter is not valid. 


| heard that the owners render an offering piggul - *nynw 
pon Dwag: If while the priest is slaughtering the offering or 
receiving its blood the owner has intent to eat the meat of the offer- 
ing beyond its designated time, the owner renders the offering pig- 
gul, and one who eats it is liable to receive karet. The same is true if 
he owner had intent to eat it outside its designated area, or if while 
he priest was slaughtering a sin offering or the Paschal offering 
he owner had intent for another offering. The Sages derived this 
rom the verse: "Then he that sacrifices his offering shall sacrifice 
o the Lord a meal offering of a tenth part of an ephah of fine flour 
mingled with the fourth part of a hin of oil” (Numbers 15:4). This 
eaches that the one who brings the offering, the owner, is part of 
he process of its sacrifice, and is included in the verse (Leviticus 
7:18): “Neither shall it be accredited unto him that sacrifices it; it 


shall be piggul” (Zevahim 47a). Rashi writes that this applies only in 
a case where the priest is silent, as if the priest had explicit intent 
to sacrifice the offering in the prescribed manner, the intent of the 
owner would not be relevant, even according to the opinion of 
Rabbi Eliezer, son of Rabbi Yosei (Gevurot Shemonim). 


If we heard the gentile say that he intends - awn myynw rx: 
Some commentaries hold that any case where the Gemara refers 
to intent, e.g. intent of piggul, the reference is to unarticulated 
intent, which is sufficient to disqualify the offering. When a priest 
states that he had in mind intent that disqualifies the offering, he is 
deemed credible to disqualify the offering (Rambam; Ritva). Others 
hold that intent disqualifies the offering only if that intent is articu- 
ated (Rashi; Tosafot; Or Zarua; Sefer HaEshkol). These commentaries 
explain that although when referring to intent the Gemara always 
employs the term mahshava, meaning thought, it employs that 
erm because the disqualification is based on his intent, even 
hough that intent must be articulated. Alternatively, the reason 
he term mahshava is employed is based on the phrase in the verse 
describing piggul (Leviticus 7:18): “Neither shall it be imputed to 
him [/o yehashev lo]" (see Shita Mekubbetzet on Bava Batra 33b). 


HALAKHA 


Everything follows only the intent of the priest 
performing the service - m% Kby bin San pr 
‘taiyi: It is only the intent of the priest performing 
the sacrificial rites that can disqualify the animal for 
sacrifice; the intent of the one who brought the offer- 
ing is irrelevant. Even if the owner articulated his 
intent to partake of the flesh of the offering beyond 
its designated time, the offering is valid, provided 
that the intent of the priest was proper, in accordance 
with the opinion of Rabbi Yosei (Rambam Sefer Avoda, 


Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 14:1). 


mb 97/1 p15: HULLIN : PEREK II: 38B 


203 


This file may not be reproduced or distributed in any form without express permission from the publisher 


Perek II 
Daf 39 Amuda 


HALAKHA 


One who slaughtered an animal to sprinkle its blood 
for idol worship - aay) Ait pity nanan ms oniwn 
mm: In a case where one slaughters an animal for the 
purpose of idol worship, even if he did not intend to 
worship the idol with the actual act of slaughter, but 
rather intended to sprinkle its blood or to burn its fat 
as idol worship, it is prohibited to derive benefit from 
it, like the offerings to the dead, in accordance with 
the opinion of Rabbi Yohanan. Nevertheless, if during 
the slaughter he intended to receive the blood or to 
take it to the idol, the slaughter is not disqualified, as 
only with regard to sacrificial animals is such intent 
considered an action. But with regard to idol worship, 
it is considered meaningless (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, 
Hilkhot Shehita 2:15 and Maggid Mishne there; Shulhan 
Arukh, Yoreh Dea 471). 


If one slaughtered a sin offering for its own sake, to 
sprinkle its blood not for its own sake - aw Abn 
aw Kow maT pind: If one slaughters an offering for 
its own sake with the intent to sprinkle its blood not for 
its own sake, the offering is disqualified. This is because 
one transfers intent from one sacrificial rite to another 
sacrificial rite, and it is as though the intent that he 
had while slaughtering the animal was the intent that 
he had while sprinkling the blood, in accordance with 
the opinion of Rabbi Yohanan (Rambam Sefer Avoda, 
Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 15:10). 
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we do not derive in this manner. And Rabbi Eliezer comes to say 
that we derive the halakhot of non-sacred slaughter outside the 
Temple from the halakhot of slaughter of sacrificial animals inside 
the Temple," and therefore the intent of the gentile invalidates 
non-sacred slaughter. And Rabbi Yosei comes to say that even 
inside the Temple, in a case where this owner has improper intent 
and that other person is performing the slaughter, we do not say 
that the intent of the owner invalidates the slaughter. 


§ It was stated that there is an amoraic dispute with regard to one 
who slaughtered an animal in order to sprinkle its blood for idol 
worship,"" or to burn its fat for idol worship. Rabbi Yohanan 
says: The slaughter is not valid, and benefit from the animal is 
forbidden. Rabbi Shimon ben Lakish says: The slaughter is valid 
and deriving benefit from the animal is permitted." 


The Gemara elaborates. Rabbi Yohanan says: The slaughter is not 
valid and benefit from the animal is forbidden. He holds that one 
transfers intent from one sacrificial rite to another sacrificial rite. 
If, while slaughtering a sacrificial animal, one intends to perform 
one of the other sacrificial rites in an improper manner the offering 
is invalidated. And Rabbi Yohanan holds that we derive the halak- 
hot of non-sacred slaughter outside the Temple from the halakhot 
of slaughter of sacrificial animals inside the Temple. Since that 
intent invalidates the slaughter of sacrificial animals inside the 
Temple, it invalidates the slaughter of non-sacred animals outside 
the Temple as well. 


Reish Lakish says: The slaughter is valid, and deriving benefit 
from the animal is permitted. He holds that one does not transfer 
intent from one sacrificial rite to another sacrificial rite. Therefore, 
while slaughtering the animal, only intent to perform the slaughter 
improperly invalidates the offering, but intent to perform another 
sacrificial rite improperly does not invalidate the offering. And 
Reish Lakish holds that we do not derive the halakhot of non- 
sacred slaughter outside the Temple from the halakhot of slaughter 
of sacrificial animals inside the Temple. 


And Rabbi Yohanan and Reish Lakish follow their standard line of 
reasoning, as it was stated: If one slaughtered a sin offering for 
its own sake," but with intent to sprinkle its blood not for its own 
sake" but for the sake of another type of offering, Rabbi Yohanan 
says that the offering is unfit, and Rabbi Shimon ben Lakish says 
that the offering is fit. 


NOTES 


We derive slaughter outside the Temple from slaughter inside 

the Temple - 05 yan pode: Although idol worship is a rite per- 
formed outside the Temple on a non-sacred animal, nevertheless 

the Torah draws a parallel between idol worship and Temple rites. 
The verse states: “He who sacrifices to the gods, other than to the 

Lord alone, shall be utterly destroyed” (Exodus 22:19). From here 

the Sages derive that acts that are deemed a mitzva when per- 
formed in service of God are prohibited when performed for idol 

worship (Avoda Zara 51a). Since the verse compares the two, the 

details of one can be derived from the other (see Avoda Zara 50a). 


One who slaughtered an animal to sprinkle its blood for idol 
worship - 7% aay ait pind manan ny oniwn: The Raah 
writes thatthe ‘dispute applies specifically to a Jew who intends to 
sprinkle the blood for idol worship himself. In contrast, if his intent 
was that a gentile would sprinkle the blood for idol worship, both 
Sages agree that intent has no effect, as one cannot transfer intent 
to the action of another, and there is no agency in this matter. 
The Rashba holds that if the one who slaughters intends to 
sprinkle the blood for idol worship, even Reish Lakish concedes 


that deriving benefit from the animal is forbidden, because that 
intent renders him a transgressor. Rather, the dispute is in a case 
where his intent was that a gentile would sprinkle the blood for 
idol worship. Even in that case, Rabbi Yohanan holds that intent 
can be transferred from one sacrificial rite to another sacrificial rite 
(see Torat HaBayit 1:1). 


Rabbi Shimon ben Lakish says it is permitted — wpa a yyw a7 
DM Wax: Tosafot note that although it is me ‘to eat the 
flesh of the animal, the Jew who slaughtered the animal for idol 
worship is liable to be executed. 


If one slaughtered a sin offering for its own sake — aw An: 

This refers specifically to a sin offering or Paschal offering "that 
are disqualified if slaughtered not for their own sake. By contrast, 
other offerings slaughtered not for their sake are fit to be sacrificed, 
although the owner does not fulfill his obligation (Zevahim 2a). 
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The Gemara elaborates: Rabbi Yohanan says that the offering is 
unfit. He holds that one transfers intent from one sacrificial rite 
to another sacrificial rite, and the reason is that we derive the hal- 
akha of slaughter of a sin offering not for its sake from the halakha 
of intent for piggul," i.e., performance of one of the sacrificial rites 
with the intent to sprinkle the blood of the offering beyond its 
appointed time. And Rabbi Shimon ben Lakish says that the offer- 
ing is fit because he holds that one does not transfer intent from 
one sacrificial rite to another sacrificial rite, and the reason is that 
we do not derive the halakha of any other improper intent from 
the halakha of intent for piggul. 


The Gemara notes: And it is necessary to state the dispute between 
Rabbi Yohanan and Reish Lakish in both cases. As, ifit were stated 
only with regard to that case of one who slaughters an animal in 
order to sprinkle its blood for idol worship, perhaps one would 
conclude that it is specifically in that case that Rabbi Shimon ben 
Lakish states his opinion that the slaughter is valid, due to the fact 
that we do not derive the halakhot of non-sacred slaughter outside 
the Temple from the halakhot of slaughter of sacrificial animals 
inside the Temple. But in the case of one who slaughters an offering 
for the sake of another offering, where we would be deriving the 
halakhot of slaughter of sacrificial animals inside the Temple from 
the halakhot of another case of slaughter of sacrificial animals inside 
the Temple, say that Reish Lakish concedes to Rabbi Yohanan that 
the offering is unfit. 


And if their dispute was stated with regard to this case of one 
who slaughters an offering for the sake of another offering, perhaps 
one would conclude that it is specifically in this case that Rabbi 
Yohanan said that the offering is unfit, because he holds that one 
derives the halakhot of slaughter of sacrificial animals inside the 
Temple from the halakhot of another case of slaughter of sacrificial 
animals inside the Temple. But in that case of one who slaughters 
an animal in order to sprinkle its blood for idol worship, say that 
Rabbi Yohanan concedes to Rabbi Shimon ben Lakish that the 
offering is fit due to the fact that the halakhot of non-sacred slaughter 
outside the Temple are not derived from the halakhot of slaughter 
of sacrificial animals inside the Temple. Therefore, it is necessary 
to state the dispute between Rabbi Yohanan and Reish Lakish in 
both cases. 


Rav Sheshet raises an objection to both Rabbi Yohanan and Reish 
Lakish from the statement in the mishna with regard to one who 
slaughters for a gentile when the intent of the gentile is for idol 
worship. Rabbi Yosei says: The matter of the intent of the gentile 
is irrelevant in this case as can be derived by means of an a fortiori 
inference. If in a place where intent while slaughtering the animal 
invalidates the slaughter, i.e., in sacrificial animals, such as when 
slaughtering an offering with the intent to sacrifice it beyond its 
designated time, everything follows only the intent of the priest 
performing the service and not the intent of the owner, then in a 
place where intent does not invalidate the slaughter, i.e., in non- 
sacred animals, is it not right that everything should follow only 
the intent of the one who slaughters the animal? 


Rav Sheshet elaborates: What is the meaning of: Intent does not 
invalidate the slaughter in non-sacred animals? If we say that it 
means that intent does not invalidate the slaughter of non-sacred 
animals at all, but then how can you find a case of slaughter with 
intent for idol worship where the animal is forbidden? 


One transfers intent from rite to rite and we derive the halakha 
from intent for piggul — nawnya YaN anayd maya pawn 
Save: In other words, the fact that one transfers intent from one 
sacrificial rite to another sacrificial rite is based on the model of 


NOTES 


intent to sprinkle the blood beyond its designated time, and one 
who eats it is liable to receive karet. Therefore, if one slaughters a 
sin offering with the intent to sprinkle its blood not for the sake of 
the sin offering, the offering is disqualified. 


piggul. In the case of piggul, one slaughters the offering with the 
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BACKGROUND 

Four sacrificial rites - nitiay yar: Although 
a priest performs many actions in the course of 
sacrificing an offering, the offering is disqualified 
only if the priest performs one of four sacrificial 
rites with improper intent: Slaughtering the offer- 
ing, receiving its blood in a sacred vessel, taking 
the blood to the altar, and sprinkling the blood 
on the altar. 
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Rather, it is obvious that the meaning of that phrase in the state- 
ment of Rabbi Yosei is that one does not transfer intent from one 
sacrificial rite to another sacrificial rite, and this is what Rabbi Yosei 
is saying: If in a place where intent invalidates, i.e., in sacrificial 
animals, from one sacrificial rite to another sacrificial rite, every- 
thing follows only the intent of the one performing the slaughter, 
and the intent of the owners is irrelevant, in a place where intent 
does not invalidate, i.e., in non-sacred animals, from one rite to 
another rite but it does so only within the same rite, is it not right 
that everything should follow only the intent of the one who 
slaughters the animal? 


According to this understanding of the contention of Rabbi Yosei in 
the mishna, the case of the slaughter of a sacrificial animal inside 
the Temple is difficult for Rabbi Shimon ben Lakish, as contrary 
to his opinion, Rabbi Yosei says that in that case one transfers intent 
from one sacrificial rite to another sacrificial rite. The case of slaugh- 
ter of anon-sacred animal outside the Temple is difficult for Rabbi 
Yohanan, as contrary to his opinion, Rabbi Yosei says that in that 
case one does not transfer intent from one rite to another rite. 


Rav Sheshet continues: Granted, the case of inside the Temple is 
not difficult for Rabbi Shimon ben Lakish, because one can 
explain that he stated this statement that one does not transfer intent 
from one sacrificial rite to another sacrificial rite before he heard 
the mishna from Rabbi Yohanan, his teacher, and he stated that 
one transfers intent from one sacrificial rite to another sacrificial rite 
after he heard the mishna from Rabbi Yohanan. His dispute with 
Rabbi Yohanan is limited to transfer of intent for idol worship from 
rite to rite. But the case of slaughter of a non-sacred animal outside 
the Temple is difficult for Rabbi Yohanan. 


Rav Sheshet raises the objection, and he resolves it. That which 
Rabbi Yosei said, that intent inside the Temple disqualifies the 
slaughter of a sacrificial animal but intent outside the Temple does 
not disqualify the slaughter of a non-sacred animal, is unrelated to 
transfer of intent from one rite to another. Rather, Rabbi Yosei is 
referring to a case where one performed any of the four sacrificial 
rites® with improper intent, e.g., to eat the offering beyond its 
appointed time. And this is what Rabbi Yosei is saying: Ifin a place 
where intent while slaughtering the animal invalidates the slaughter 
in sacrificial animals, if that intent was during performance of any 
of the four sacrificial rites, i.e., slaughter, receiving the blood, con- 
veying the blood to the altar, and sprinkling the blood on the altar, 
everything follows only the intent of the priest performing the 
service and not the intent of the owner, 


then in a place where intent invalidates the slaughter in non- 
sacred animals slaughtered with intent for idol worship during 
performance of only two sacrificial rites, slaughter and sprinkling 
the blood, is it not right that everything should follow only the 
intent of the one who slaughters the animal? 
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TAJAT OX DMI! IT AND kM It is taught in a baraita in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi 
nahn vopnin a nay maT pind Yohanan: With regard to one who slaughters an animal in order 
to sprinkle its blood" for idol worship or to burn its fat for idol 
worship, the status of these animals is that of offerings to the 
dead,’ i.e., to idols, and the slaughter is not valid. If one slaugh- 
WwW xb TIDY x ma Wa x "DPI tered the animal and thereafter intended" in its regard to sprinkle 

its blood or burn its fats for idol worship, that was the incident in 

Caesarea,’ and the Sages did not say anything with regard to the 
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animal, neither prohibition nor permission." 


DWN - VDR FIAN x ‘1D Wax Rav Hisda says in explanation of the conduct of the Sages that they 
vay itia own- xb Man jy did not say prohibition, due to the honor of the Rabbis in the 
mishna, who hold that the unspecified intent of a gentile, and 
presumably likewise of a Jew who worships idols, is not presumed 
to be directed to idol worship, and therefore his slaughter is valid. 
Nor did the Sages say permission, due to the honor of Rabbi 
Eliezer, who holds that the unspecified intent of a gentile, and 
presumably likewise of a Jew who worships idols, is presumed to 


rg 


be directed to idol worship. 


RII ANP xb [XD WY xaba XKAN The Gemara asks: From where is that conclusion drawn? Perhaps 
xom bax wrt xaynw xbotxbx ong the Rabbis say that the slaughter is permitted only there in the 
SL bosais masa O aoea aa Mishna, because we did not hear explicitly that the gentile 
intends the slaughter for idol worship. But here in the case in the 
baraita, where we hear thereafter that he intends to sprinkle the 
blood or burn the fats for idol worship, perhaps his ultimate state- 
ment proves the nature of his original intent while performing 


hindnin by iaio main - DWNT Kayo 


the slaughter. 


ont wes IMN NY XD Y Alternatively, perhaps when Rabbi Eliezer states there in the 
iab AD Mawr ONT 1292s xy mishna that slaughter performed on behalf of a gentile is not valid, 
this applies only with regard to an animal that is owned by a gen- 
tile, as the unspecified intent of a gentile is directed to idol 
worship. But in the case in the baraita where the animal belongs 
to a Jew, we do not say that his ultimate statement proves the 
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nature of his original intent. 


— UVTI AD WN x: JPY 31 VIN xx Rather, Rav Sheizevi said that the Sages did not state permission 
ava bebna ayaw art tas own with regard to the animal in the baraita due to the honor of Rab- 
ban Shimon ben Gamliel, who holds that one’s ultimate actions 
prove the nature of his original intent. The Gemara asks: Which 
statement of Rabban Shimon ben Gamliel indicates that this is 


eba ya ynv 


his opinion? 


Offerings to the dead - mma *nat: The origin of this term is 
Psalms 106:28, where it appears in the context of worshipping 
he god Ba’al-Peor. Therefore, the phrase: Offerings to the dead, 
has been employed in reference to offerings sacrificed to idols, 
i.e., gods who are dead, in contrast to the living or true God of 
srael. Alternatively, the term alludes to the Canaanite practice 
of sacrificing animals to deceased people in accordance with 
heir belief that departed souls partake of the meat. 


Caesarea — D"p: Caesarea, a coastal city originally founded 
in the fourth century BCE by Straton | of Sidon, was originally 
nown by the Greek name Ztpatwvoc nbpyos, Stratonos 
purgos, meaning Straton’s Tower. Over time, the city’s signifi- 
cance waned, and ultimately Alexander Yannai conquered it 
and annexed it to Judea. This was commemorated by an annual 
celebration (Megillat Taanit). It was subsequently conquered 
by the Romans, and eventually given to Herod by the Roman 
emperor Augustus Caesar. In 30 BCE King Herod renovated the 
city and called it Caesarea in honor of his benefactor. 

Later, in the year 6 CE, the Romans established Caesarea as 
the administrative capital of Judea. Originally most of Caesarea’s 
residents were gentiles, and even later, when its Jewish com- 
munity grew and became more established, the town remained 


he publisher 


HALAKHA 

One who slaughters an animal to sprinkle its 
blood — maT pith magan nx pnw: If one slaugh- 
tersan animal with the intent for idol worship, even 
if his intent was not to perform the slaughter for idol 
worship, but was to sprinkle the blood or burn the 
fats for idol worship, it is prohibited to derive benefit 
from the animal, in accordance with the opinion 
of Rabbi Yohanan (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot 
Shehita 2:15; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De'a 4:1). 


If one slaughtered the animal and thereafter 
intended - poy avon J2 IM) AMW: If one slaugh- 
ered an animal without any specific intent, and 
hereafter intended to sprinkle its blood or burn its 
ats for idol worship, it is uncertain whether that is 
considered slaughter for idol worship or not, and 
he animal's flesh is consequently forbidden. The 
ater authorities disagree whether it is only its con- 
sumption that is forbidden or whether even benefit 
rom it is forbidden (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot 
Shehita 2:16; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh Dea 4:2, and see 
Beer Heitev there). 


| NOTES ~ 
And did not say with regard to it neither prohibi- 
tion nor permission - xy NDN x5 A2 way xy 
am: There is a dispute between amora’im in the 
Jerusalem Talmud (Gittin 6:6) citing Rav Hisda as to 
the meaning of this statement. Some say that this 
indicates that there was no concern that led the 
Sages to prohibit in this case, as had there been a 
concern, they would have explicitly prohibited the 
animal. Others say that on the contrary, this indi- 
cates that there was a concern that led the Sages 
to prohibit the animal in this case, as if there was 
no concern, they would have explicitly permitted 
the animal. 


_ BACKGROUND | 
a predominantly Roman city. Nevertheless, particularly after 
he bar Kokheva revolt, it was home to a yeshiva and to lead- 
ing tanna‘im such as bar Kappara and Rabbi Oshaya Rabba, 
disciples of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi. Later, prominent amora’im 
ived there, including Rabbi Yosei, son of Rabbi Hanina, Rabbi 
Abbahu and his sons, Rabbi Hanina bar Pappa, Rabbi Yitzhak 
ben Elazar, and Rabbi Hizkiyya. Sections of the Jerusalem Tal- 
mud were apparently redacted in Caesarea. Caesarea continued 
o function as a significant and wealthy city until its destruction 
in the thirteenth century. 


E 


Hippodrome in Caesarea 


Location of Caesarea 
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If we say that the reference is to the statement of Rabban Shimon 
ben Gamliel with regard to bills of divorce, this is difficult. As we 
learned in a mishna (Gittin 66a) that if a dying man said to the 
people present: Write a bill of divorce for my wife, those people 
should write and deliver the bill of divorce to his wife. Although the 
delivery was not included in his command, that is clearly his intent. 
But a healthy man who says: Write a bill of divorce’ for my wife, 
but did not say: Deliver it to her, presumably sought to mock her 
and not to designate his listeners as agents of delivery. 


The mishna continues: And there was an incident involving a 
healthy man who said: Write a bill of divorce for my wife," and 

then ascended to the roof and fell, and died. Rabban Shimon ben 
Gamliel says: If he fell at his own initiative, taking his own life, it 
is a valid bill of divorce, as it is clear that he anticipated his death, 
thereby rendering his halakhic status like that of a dying man. But 
if the wind forced him to fall and he died, it is not a valid bill of 
divorce, as there was no clear intent to give her the bill of divorce. 


And we discussed the mishna: Did the tanna cite an incident to 
contradict’? that which was stated previously in the mishna? The 
tanna states unequivocally that when a healthy man says: Write a 
bill of divorce for my wife, the bill of divorce is not valid. The tanna 
then cites an incident indicating that under certain circumstances, 
when a healthy man says: Write a bill of divorce for my wife, the bill 
of divorce is valid. 


The Gemara answers: The mishna is incomplete and this is what it 
is teaching:® The healthy man who says: Write a bill of divorce for 
my wife, but did not say: Deliver it to her, presumably sought to 
mock her. But if his ultimate actions prove the nature of his initial 
intent, that he seeks to give the bill of divorce because he is about 
to die, itis a valid bill of divorce. And there was an incident involv- 
ing a healthy man who said: Write a bill of divorce for my wife, 
and then ascended to the roof and fell, and died. Rabban Shimon 
ben Gamliel said: If he fell at his own initiative, it is a valid bill of 
divorce, but if the wind forced him to fall, it is not a valid bill 
of divorce. 


The Gemara explains why this is not a proof: But perhaps the case 
cited there is different, as the husband initially says: Write a bill 
of divorce for my wife, indicating that he originally intended to 
fall from the roof. By contrast, in the case of slaughter, there is no 
indication of his original intent. 


BACKGROUND 


Bill of divorce [get] — wa: Although the term get is employed with 
regard to all legal documents, its most common use is in relation 
to a bill of divorce. The basic text of a bill of divorce includes the 
declaration of the husband that he divorces his wife and that it is 
permitted for her to marry any other man. He is identified by his 
name and his father's name, and his wife is identified by her name 
and her father’s name. The document must also include the date 
it was written and the signatures of two witnesses. In talmudic 
times a bill of divorce could be written privately by a scribe at the 
request of the husband. In later generations it became customary 
for a bill of divorce to be written in a rabbinical court with expertise 
in this field, so that no halakhic difficulties would arise that could 
potentially invalidate the document. 


And there was an incident involving a healthy man who said: 
Write a bill of divorce for my wife - 13nd VANY X23 TWYN 
mend va: If a healthy man said: Write a bill of divorce for my 
wife, the court writes, signs, and gives the bill of divorce to the 
husband. They do not give it to his wife until he explicitly instructs 
them to do so. If they gave it to his wife without the husband's 
explicit instructions, it is not a valid bill of divorce. If immediately 


HALAKHA 


An incident to contradict - sind mya: This is a common ques- 
tion, raised when a mishna or baraita cites an incident that appears 
to contradict the halakha that immediately precedes it. Typically, 
incidents related in a mishna serve to reinforce a stated halakha, 
demonstrating that it is not merely a theoretical statement but a 
practical halakha. 


The mishna is incomplete and this is what it is teaching - tion 
*aNP D1 MIN": This method of explanation is found throughout 
the Talmud, but as a rule, it does not propose an actual emendation 
of the text of the mishna. The addition introduced by the Gemara 
is a necessary elaboration upon the mishna, based on various dif- 
ficulties raised in the Gemara that render the mishna in its original 
form insufficiently clear or inconsistent with another authoritative 
source. The addition provides the necessary clarification. 


after saying: Write a bill of divorce for my wife, the husband killed 
himself, e.g., he jumped from a roof or threw himself into the sea, 
the bill of divorce is valid, as his ultimate actions prove the nature 
of his original intent. If he ascended a roof and the wind blew 
him off the roof, and the court delivered the bill of divorce to his 
wife, it is not a valid bill of divorce (Rambam Sefer Nashim, Hilkhot 
Geirushin 2:12—13; Shulhan Arukh, Even HaEzer 141:16-17). 
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Rather, Ravina said that the Sages did not state permission in 
the incident in Caesarea with regard to the animal due to the 
honor of Rabban Shimon ben Gamliel, to avoid contradicting 
the opinion that is cited here, as it is taught in a baraita: In a case 
of a person on his deathbed who wrote a document transferring 
his property to others, and there were slaves" among his prop- 
erty, and that intended recipient says: I do not want to assume 
ownership of the slaves, if their second master, the intended 
recipient, was a priest, these slaves may partake of teruma,’ and 
his protest is ignored. Rabban Shimon ben Gamliel says: Once 
that intended recipient says: I do not want to assume ownership 
of the slaves, heirs of the original owner already acquired them." 


And we discussed the baraita: And according to the first tanna, 
does the intended recipient acquire the slaves even if he stands 
and shouts in protest that he does not want to assume ownership 
of the slaves? That is not reasonable. 


Rabba said, and some say it was Rabbi Yohanan who said: In a 

case where he shouts in protest at the outset, while the owner is 

giving him the gift, everyone agrees that he did not acquire the 

slaves. In a case where he was silent at that moment and ulti- 
mately shouted his protest at a later opportunity, everyone agrees 

that he acquired the slaves. 


When they disagree it is in a case where the owner transferred 
ownership of the slaves to him through another person, and at 
that point the recipient was silent, and ultimately, when he actu- 
ally received the slaves, he shouted" in protest. The first tanna 
holds: Since he was initially silent, he acquired the slaves, and 
the fact that he is ultimately shouting indicates that he is retract- 
ing his initial acceptance of the gift. That retraction is ineffective, 
as acquisitions cannot be nullified in that manner. 


And Rabban Shimon ben Gamliel holds: His ultimate actions 
prove the nature of his original intent. He never wanted the slaves 
and always intended to avoid assuming ownership of them. And 
the fact that he did not shout initially is because he thought: As 
the situation is that they did not yet enter my possession, why 
would I shout? 


§ The Gemara resumes discussion of the dispute in the mishna 
where Rabbi Yosei says that when a Jew slaughters an animal on 
behalf of a gentile, even ifit is known that the intent of the gentile 
is for idol worship, the slaughter is valid, as it is only the intent of 
the slaughterer that is relevant. Rav Yehuda says that Shmuel says: 
The halakha is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yosei. 


The Gemara relates: There were these Arabs who came to Tzi- 
kuneya, and they gave rams to Jewish slaughterers. The Arabs 

said to them: The blood and the fat are for us, for use in our idol 

worship, and the hide and the flesh are for you. Rav Tuvi bar Rav 
Mattana sent a question to be asked before Rav Yosef: In a case 

like this, what is the halakha? Rav Yosef sent to him: This is what 
Rav Yehuda said that Shmuel said: The halakha is in accordance 

with the opinion of Rabbi Yosei, and it is the intent of the slaugh- 
terer and not the intent of the owner that determines the validity 
of the slaughter. 


BACKGROUND 


Partake of teruma - manna pooire: By Torah law, it is prohibited 
for non-priests to partake of teruma. Nevertheless, in certain cases 
non-priest relatives or dependents of priests may partake of teruma. 
A male adult priest confers the right to partake of teruma to his 
wife, sons, unmarried daughters, Canaanite slaves, and animals. It 


is permitted for the widow of a priest who is not the daughter of a 
priest to partake of teruma if she has children or grandchildren from 
her deceased husband, and the existence of surviving descendants 
enables not only the widow, but also her slaves to continue partak- 
ing of teruma. 


HALAKHA 


One who wrote a document transferring his 
property to others, and there were slaves — 
Day fra ym ony) way anian: If one wrote a 
document signing over his possessions to another, 
and then transferred them by means of a third 
party, and those possessions include slaves, and 
when the recipient hears of the gift he is silent, 
but later shouts that he does not wish to accept 
it, there is uncertainty with regard to ownership 
of the slaves, as the case is subject to a dispute 
between Rabban Shimon ben Gamliel and the 
Rabbis as to whether his ultimate actions prove 
the nature of his original intent (Kesef Mishne). 
Therefore, whether the original owner is a priest 
and the recipient a non-priest, or whether the orig- 
inal owner is anon-priest and the recipient a priest, 
it is prohibited for the slaves to partake of teruma 
(Rambam Sefer Zera‘im, Hilkhot Terumot 9:6). 


Where the owner transferred ownership of the 
slaves to him through another person, and at 
that point the recipient was silent, and ulti- 
mately he shouted - pnw any “p by > maw 
my arpa: If one transfers possession of a gift to 
another through an intermediary, and when the 
recipient hears of the gift he is silent, but he later 
shouts that he does not wish to accept it, there is 
uncertainty whether his initial silence indicated 
acceptance and his current protest signifies a 
change of heart, or whether his initial silence was 
due to the fact that he had not yet received any- 
thing, and his subsequent rejection is a reflection 
of his actual intent. Therefore, if another person 
takes possession of it, or if the original owner 
reclaims it, the court does not remove it from their 
possession. That uncertainty is based upon the 
uncertainty whether the halakha is in accordance 
with the opinion of Rabban Shimon ben Gamliel. 
Some (Rosh) rule that the halakha is in accordance 
with the opinion of the Rabbis, who hold that 
when the recipient is silent at first, he acquires the 
gift, and that one does not say: His ultimate actions 
prove the nature of his original intent (Rambam 
Sefer Kinyan, Hilkhot Zekhiya UMattana 4:3; Shulhan 
Arukh, Hoshen Mishpat 245:1, and see Shakh and 
Gra there). 


NOTES 

Heirs of the original owner already acquired 
them — pwr 173 131 323: This does not refer spe- 
cifically to the heirs, but rather indicates that the 
gift should be returned to the one who gave it. If 
that person is no longer alive, the gift should be 
returned to his heirs. According to this opinion, 
the gift never left the possession of the one who 
sought to give it to the other person (Rashbam). 
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NOTES 


If this gentile is a violent man and the Jew is unable 
to repudiate his offer, etc. — »¥7 xt xin xox WK IK 
a>) mb aya: Rashi explains that although when the gentile 
hands the money to the Jew, the gentile acquires a portion 
of the meat, the Jew could refund the money, and then the 
gentile would no longer have a share in the animal. But if 
he is unable to refund the money, the gentile has a share 
in the animal against the Jew’s will, and the Jew cannot 
claim that he did not slaughter the animal on his behalf. 


Perek II 
Daf go Amuda 


BACKGROUND 


Michael — bon: Many angels are mentioned in rabbinic 
literature, but only two are named in the Bible: Michael and 
Gabriel. The former is a protector of Israel who contends 
with the guardian angels of Persia and Greece (see Daniel, 
chapter 10); the latter assists Daniel in understanding a 
prediction of those empires’ fates (see Daniel, chapter 8). 
According to the midrash, these two angels, along with the 
angels Raphael and Uriel, stand on the four sides of God's 
throne (Bemidbar Rabba 2:10). 


NOTES 


If there were two people grasping a knife and slaugh- 
tering...their slaughter is not valid — papa pinis Daw 
abies inwnw...pemiwr: Some explain that this refers to a 
case where both are holding the same knife. The mishna 
teaches that not only is the slaughter invalidated when 
each person is holding his own knife and the slaughter 
performed with valid intent is independent of the slaughter 
with the intent that is not valid, but even when they are 
both holding the same knife, and in that act of slaughter 
there is an element of valid intent, the slaughter is not 
valid (Rashba). 

Others explain that, on the contrary, the reference is 
to a case where they slaughtered with two knives, and 
the mishna serves to teach that not only is the slaughter 
not valid when they slaughter together with the same 
knife, where the person with the intent to slaughter for 
idol worship participates in the cutting of both simanim, 
but even in a case where each cut one siman with his 
own knife, and one siman was cut exclusively with valid 
intent, the slaughter is not valid (Rabbeinu Yehonatan of 
Lunel; see Meiri). 


Michael the great ministering angel - Sinan wa xen: 
This is based on the verse: “And at that time shall Michael 
stand, the great ministering angel who stands for the chil- 
dren of your people; and there shall be a time of trouble, 
such as never was since there was a nation until that time; 
and at that time your people shall be delivered, every 
one that shall be found written in the book” (Daniel 12:1). 
Michael is the most distinguished and most prominent of 
all the angels (see Bereshit Rabba 48:10 and Berakhot 4b). 
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Rav Aha, son of Rav Avya, said to Rav Ashi: According to the 
opinion of Rabbi Eliezer in the mishna, that if a Jew slaughters an 
animal on behalf of a gentile the slaughter is not valid, if the gentile 
gave a dinar to a Jewish slaughterer in order to purchase a small 
amount of the meat, what is the halakha? Does that small amount 
invalidate the entire slaughter? Rav Ashi said to him: We examine 
the situation. If this gentile is a violent man, and the Jewis unable 
to repudiate his offer" and tell him to take his money, the entire 
animal is forbidden, because the slaughter was partially on behalf 
of the gentile. And if the gentile is not violent, the Jew can say 
to him: Go and arrange a collision between your head and a 
mountain, as I will not slaughter an animal on your behalf. 


MI S H N A In the case of one who slaughters an animal 


for the sake of, i.e., to worship, mountains, 
for the sake of hills, for the sake of seas, for the sake of rivers, or 
for the sake of wildernesses, his slaughter is not valid. 


If there were two people grasping" a knife together and slaughter- 
ing an animal, one slaughtering for the sake of one of all those 
enumerated in the first clause of the mishna and one slaughtering 
for the sake of a legitimate matter, their slaughter is not valid." 


G E M A RA The mishna states that if one slaughters for 


the sake of mountains or other natural enti- 
ties the slaughter is unfit. The Gemara infers: It is unfit, yes; with 
regard to offerings to the dead, i.e., to idols, itis not in that category. 
Apparently, the status of the animal is that of an unslaughtered 
carcass, from which benefit is permitted, and not that of an idola- 
trous offering, from which benefit is forbidden. And the Gemara 
raises a contradiction from a baraita: With regard to one who 
slaughters for the sake of mountains," for the sake ofhills, for the 
sake of rivers, for the sake ofwildernesses, for the sake of the sun 
and moon, for the sake of stars and constellations, for the sake 
of Michael’ the great ministering angel," or even for the sake ofa 
small worm, these are offerings to the dead, from which benefit 


is forbidden. 


If there were two people grasping — pimin Dw: In a case 
where two people slaughter a single animal, whether they are 
both holding different ends of the same knife or whether each 
cuts one of the simanim with his own knife, if one of them has 
intent to slaughter for a purpose that invalidates the slaughter, 
the slaughter is not valid. This is the halakha provided that each 
has a share in the animal. The slaughter is not invalidated by 
the intent of one without a share in the animal, as one does not 
render forbidden an item that is not his. His desire is merely to 
torment the owner, in accordance with the Gemara later (41a). 
Some say that even when both have a share in the animal, it is 
possible that he does not intend to slaughter the animal for the 
sake of idol worship but merely desires to torment the other; 
therefore, the animal is permitted. The Rema writes that some 
hold that it is prohibited in any event, due to the appearance of 
a prohibition (Beit Yosef, citing Rosh and Tur). One should adopt 


HALAKHA 


One who slaughters for the sake of mountains — ow oniva 
w7: If one slaughters for the sake of mountains or valleys, the 
sun or the moon, stars or constellations, or seas or rivers, it is not 
considered an idolatrous offering, and deriving benefit from the 
animal is permitted. The slaughter is not valid, even though he 
did not intend to worship those entities, but did so only to cure 
an illness or for other foolish reasons that gentiles cite. If he 
slaughtered for the sake of an angel appointed over a mountain 
or another area, whether it is for the sake of the great ministering 
angel Michael or the angel that watches over the smallest worm, 
the status of the animal that he slaughtered is that of an offering 
to the dead, and it is prohibited to derive benefit from it, even 
if it was not his intent to worship that power (Shakh). This is in 
accordance with the Rambam's understanding of the conclusion 
of the Gemara (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Shehita 2:14; 
Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 4:6). 


the stringent ruling (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Shehita 2:21; 


Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De'a 4:4, 5:3). 
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Abaye said: The apparent contradiction between the mishna and 
the baraita is not difficult. This mishna that teaches that the slaugh- 
ter is not valid but benefit is permitted is referring to a case where 
one says that he is slaughtering the animal for the sake of the moun- 
tain itself, which is not an idol. That baraita that teaches that the 
animal is an offering to the dead and benefit is forbidden is referring 
to a case where one says that he is slaughtering the animal for the 
sake of the angel of the mountain." The language of the baraita is 
also precise, as the mountain and the other natural entities are 
taught together with and therefore similar to Michael, the great 
ministering angel. Conclude from it that the tanna is referring to 
slaughter for the sake of a spiritual entity, not the mountain itself. 


Rav Huna says: If the animal of another was prone before an 
idol," once one cut one siman, the windpipe or the gullet, he ren- 
dered the animal forbidden." He holds in accordance with that 
which Ulla says that Rabbi Yohanan says: Although the Sages said 
that one who bows to the animal of another does not render it 
forbidden, if he performed a sacrificial rite upon it he renders it 
forbidden. The case cited by Rav Huna involves an action of that 
kind, cutting one siman; therefore, the animal is forbidden. 


Rav Nahman raised an objection to the opinion of Rav Huna from 
a baraita: One who unwittingly slaughters an animal that was des- 
ignated as a sin offering on Shabbat outside the Temple, for idol 
worship," is liable to bring three sin offerings: One for performing 
the prohibited labor of slaughtering on Shabbat, one for slaughter- 
inga sacrificial animal outside the Temple, and one for slaughtering 
an animal for idol worship. And if you say that once he cuts one 
siman he renders the animal forbidden as an idolatrous offering, 
then let him not be liable to bring a sin offering for slaughter of a 
sacrificial animal outside the Temple courtyard, 


HALAKHA 


If the animal of another was prone before an idol - naga amy 
mt Tsay ab ayia tan: An animal that was designated for idol 
worship, whether it was designated as an idol or as an offering, 
may be slaughtered and eaten. But if one performed an action to 
the animal for idol worship, e.g., he slaughtered it for idol worship, 
even if he cut only half of one siman, benefit from the animal is 
forbidden, even if the animal belongs to another, in accordance 
with the opinion of Rav Huna (Rambam Sefer HaMadda, Hilkhot 
Avoda Zara 8:1; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh Dea 145:8). 


Perek Il 
Daf4o Amud b 


One who unwittingly slaughters an animal that was desig- 
nated as a sin offering on Shabbat outside the Temple for 
idol worship - 7% Atay yana nawa mewn vniwn: One who 
unwittingly slaughters a sacrificial animal outside the Temple on 
Shabbat for the sake of idol worship is liable to bring three sin 
offerings. He is liable for slaughtering a sacrificial animal outside 
the Temple, for performing a prohibited labor on Shabbat, and for 
idol worship. He is liable for all three because he violated all of the 
prohibitions at the same moment, in accordance with the baraita 
(Rambam Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot Shegagot 4:1). 
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as it is as though he is merely chopping in dirt," since one is not 
liable for slaughtering outside the Temple courtyard a sacrificial 
animal unfit for sacrifice. Rav Pappa said: Here we are dealing with 
a bird sin offering, for which the requirement is to cut only one 
siman, and when cutting that siman, all of the three prohibitions 
come to be violated simultaneously. 


NOTES 


He is chopping in dirt — x1 Wo¥a Jama: This question relates 
specifically to the prohibition against slaughtering an offering 
outside the Temple, as one is liable only for slaughtering outside 
the Temple a sacrificial animal fit to be sacrificed inside the Temple. 
But this question does not relate to the other prohibitions. With 
regard to the prohibition against performing a prohibited labor on 


Shabbat, it is not slaughter that is prohibited. Rather, the prohibi- 
tion is taking a life, and he is liable whether or not it constitutes 
slaughter that would be valid in the Temple. The same is true 
with regard to the prohibition against slaughter for idol worship, 
that the prohibition is violated in any case where the animal is 
killed (Rashi). 


NOTES 
For the angel [gadda] of the mountain - 177 xT: 
Rashi explains that this refers to the angel who is 
appointed over the mountains, who is not attached to 
the ground, and whose status is consequently different 
from that of the mountain itself. The halakhic status of 
the angel is that of a deity, and offerings sacrificed to 
him are offerings to the dead. In Rambam’s Commen- 
tary on the Mishna it says that gadda means luck or 
success, and this refers to one who brings the offering 
to the star that controls the fortune of the mountain, 
so that the star will be the source of his success. The 
usage of this term is similar to the manner in which the 
Sages explained the verse (Genesis 30:11): “And Leah 
said: Fortune [gad] is come; and she called his name 
Gad” (see Bereshit Rabba 71:12). That is also the usage of 
the term that appears in the verse: “Who prepare a table 
for fortune [gad]" (Isaiah 65:1). 


If the animal of another was prone before an idol... 
he rendered it forbidden - Ax139 Yan Nana ANT 
AION... ANA np): Rashi writes that there are several 
novel elements in Rav Huna’s statement. One is the 
following: Although the animals were designated for 
idol worship and it is prohibited to sacrifice them to 
God, it is permitted for ordinary individuals to eat and 
benefit from them. Nevertheless, when one performs 
any action upon that animal, benefit from that animal 
is forbidden for individuals as well. A second novel ele- 
ment is that even though there is a principle that one 
does not render forbidden an item that is not his, when 
he performs an action he does render it forbidden. 
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13) KIT 27 VANT: Had Rav Huna not said so, the 


Gemara would not 


have been forced to draw the 


conclusion that the reference in the baraita is to 
the case of a bird sin offering. Rather, it could have 


been referring even 


o an animal, in which case one 


would violate all three prohibitions only at the con- 
clusion of the slaughter, as only at that point would 
the animal be forbidden due to idol worship. 
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The Gemara asks: Now in accordance with whose opinion did Rav 
Huna state his halakha? It is in accordance with the opinion of Ulla, 
who says: Ifhe performed a sacrificial rite upon the animal, he renders 
it forbidden. And Ulla says that a minimal action renders the animal 
forbidden, as his ruling applies even to cutting one siman. According to 
Ulla’s opinion, the moment that he begins the incision, the animal is 
forbidden and unfit to be sacrificed. Consequently, when he completes 
the slaughter outside the Temple, it is as though he is chopping dirt. 
Why then is he liable to bring a sin offering for slaughter of a sacrificial 
animal outside the Temple courtyard? 


The Gemara answers: Rather, the baraita is referring to a case where 
one says prior to the slaughter that he is worshipping the idol only at 
the conclusion of the slaughter;" therefore, only then is the animal 
rendered forbidden, and one is liable for all three sin offerings 
simultaneously. 


The Gemara asks: If so, why does the tanna teach the halakha specifi- 
cally with regard to a sin offering? Let him teach us the halakha with 
regard to any type of offering. According to Rav Pappa, by contrast, it 
is clear why the tanna taught the halakha with regard to a sin offering. 


The Gemara returns to Rav Pappa’s interpretation of the baraita as 
referring to the case of a bird sin offering. The previous difficulty then 
resurfaces, that the bird was rendered forbidden before the slaughter 
was completed, as according to Rav Huna and Ulla any minimal action 
renders the bird forbidden. Rather, Mar Zutra said in the name of Rav 
Pappa: What are we dealing with here in the baraita? It is a case where 
half of the windpipe was deficient before the slaughter, and the slaugh- 
terer added to that deficiency an incision of any size, and completed 
it. The minority of the windpipe had been cut before the slaughterer 
cut it further, completing the act of slaughter. As in that case all of the 
three prohibitions come to be violated simultaneously. 


Rav Pappa said: If not for the fact that Rav Huna said" that it is suffi- 
cient to cut one siman on the animal for idol worship to render it forbid- 
den, the fact that the baraita mentions a sin offering specifically would 

not raise a difficulty for his opinion. In that case, one could explain: 
What is the action that renders the animal forbidden according to 

Ulla? It is a significant action, i.e., completion of the slaughter for idol 

worship, that renders the animal forbidden. 


And Rav Pappa said: If not for the fact that Rav Huna stated his hal- 
akha specifically with regard to the animal of another, the fact that the 
baraita mentions specifically a sin offering would not raise a difficulty 
for his opinion. One could then explain: What is the reason that the 
animal designated as a sin offering is not rendered forbidden at the 
beginning of the slaughter? It is due to the fact that one is able to render 
his animal forbidden, but one is not able to render the animal of 
another forbidden. It is the priests who are entitled to derive benefit 
from the flesh of a sin offering. 


The Gemara objects: That is obvious. The Gemara explains: Rav Pappa 
needs to state this, lest you say that since one who brings a sin offering 
acquires the animal for his atonement, its status is like that of an 
animal that is his. Therefore, Rav Pappa teaches us that this does not 
suffice that the animal be considered his. 
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He is worshipping the idol only at the conclusion of the 
slaughter - Faiy x17 ANAt w233: One who unwittingly slaughters 
a sacrificial animal outside the Temple on Shabbat for the sake of 
idol worship is liable to bring three sin offerings: One for slaughter- 
ing a sacrificial animal outside the Temple, one for performing a 
prohibited labor on Shabbat, and one for idol worship, as he violated 
all of the prohibitions at the same moment. This liability is in a case 
where he says that the idol worship will be at the conclusion of the 
slaughter. But if he did not say so, then immediately upon beginning 
the slaughter for idol worship, he renders the animal forbidden. 


Therefore, he is not liable for slaughtering a sacrificial animal outside 
the Temple, because when he cuts the majority of the two simanim 
the animal is no longer fit for sacrifice in the Temple. In a case where 
one slaughters a bird sin offering outside the Temple, and half of the 
bird's windpipe was deficient or cut before the slaughter, if he adds 
an incision of any size for idol worship he is liable to bring three sin 
offerings, because he violated all of the prohibitions at the same 
moment, in accordance with the baraita and the two explanations 
in the Gemara that are not contradictory (Rambam Sefer Korbanot, 
Hilkhot Shegagot 4:1, and Mahari Kurkus there). 
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The Gemara provides a mnemonic for the names of the amora’im 
who participate in the discussion that ensues: Nun, Rav Nahman; 
ayin, Rav Amram; tzadi, Rav Yitzhak. Rav Nahman, and Rav 
Amram, and Rav Yitzhak all say: A person does not render 
forbidden an item that is not his." 


The Gemara raises an objection from a baraita: One who unwit- 
tingly slaughters an animal that was designated as a sin offering 
on Shabbat outside the Temple for idol worship is liable to bring 
three sin offerings. And we interpreted the baraita as being in the 

case of a bird sin offering, and in a case where half of the wind- 
pipe was deficient. The reason for the triple liability is that it is a 

bird sin offering, as then, all of the three prohibitions come to be 

violated simultaneously. 


NOTES 


A person does not render forbidden an item that is not his — jx 
bw PW 7 DIK OK: If one slaughters an animal that belongs 
to another for the sake of idolatry, the animal is not forbidden. 
Rabbeinu Hananel explains: It is not forbidden with the cutting 
of one of the simanim. Rather, even Rav Nahman, Rav Amram, 
and Rav Yitzhak would agree that it is forbidden only when he 
completes the slaughter. Rashi disagrees, as the Gemara later 
raises a difficulty with regard to their opinion from the case of 
one who pours a libation for idol worship with wine belonging 
to another, where the halakha is that the wine is forbidden. The 
Ramban explains that according to Rabbeinu Hananel's explana- 
tion, since pouring the libation is included in the category of 
damage that is not evident, as one cannot discern that the wine 
is now prohibited, it is not considered a complete action, and 
according to Rav Nahman, Rav Amram, and Rav Yitzhak the wine 


The early commentaries add that even Rav Nahman, Rav 
Amram, and Rav Yitzhak hold that the principle that one does 
not render forbidden an item that is not his applies only with 
regard to deriving benefit from that item, not to eating it, which 
they agree is prohibited. The reason that eating it is prohibited is 
that slaughter for idol worship is slaughter that is not valid, and 
it is as though he stabbed the animal rather than slaughtered it 
(Ra’ah). Alternatively, the reason is that the principle: A person 
does not render forbidden an item that is not his, does not apply 
with regard to the prohibition against eating the flesh of the 
animal, as by slaughtering the animal for idol worship he does not 
actually render the animal forbidden. Rather, he simply does not 
render it permitted, and it is as though the animal died without 
slaughter (Ran). The Rashba disagrees and says that one does 
not render forbidden an item that is not his, not even to render it 


should not be forbidden. 
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forbidden to be eaten. 


Butin the case of an animal offering" there is no way in which one 
can violate all three prohibitions simultaneously. But if a person 
does not render forbidden an item that is not his, why must 
the tanna teach the halakha specifically with regard to a bird sin 
offering? The same halakha would apply even in the case of an 
animal sin offering. This is because cutting one siman for idolatry 
does not render the animal forbidden, as the priest has the exclu- 
sive right to derive benefit from it, so it does not belong to the 
owner anymore. Therefore, one would violate the three prohibi- 
tions simultaneously. The Gemara answers: Since one who brings 
a sin offering acquires the animal for his atonement, its status is 
like that of an animal that is his, and he renders it forbidden with 
the first cut at the beginning of the slaughter. 


The Gemara suggests: Come and hear another objection from the 

mishna: If there were two people grasping a knife together and 

slaughtering an animal, one slaughtering for the sake of one ofall 

those enumerated in the first clause of the mishna and one slaugh- 
tering for the sake of a legitimate matter, their slaughter is not 

valid. Based on the formulation of the mishna, the one slaughtering 

with improper intent is not necessarily the owner of the animal. 
How, then, can he render the animal forbidden? Apparently, one 

can render forbidden an item that is not his. The Gemara answers: 
What are we dealing with here? We are dealing with a case where 

the one with improper intent has a partnership share in the animal, 
so he is rendering his own animal forbidden. 


NOTES 
Animal offering [zevah] - nat: This term refers specifi- 
cally to an animal offering, as lizboah refers to slaughter 
with a knife. By contrast, a bird offering is pinched with 
a fingernail at its nape (Rashi). 
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Unwittingly — aaiva: The one who rendered another's 


food impure did not realize tha 


the owner was taking 


care to keep it pure. The one who poured a libation before 
an idol was unaware that pouring the wine would render 


it forbidden, or he was unaware 


hat the wine belonged 


to another (Rashi). The reason he is exempt if he does so 
unwittingly, even though generally one is liable for unwit- 
ting damage, is because this is damage that is not evident. 
Liability for intentionally causing damage to others that is 
not evident is a penalty imposed by the Sages. 
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The Gemara suggests: Come and hear another objection from a 
mishna (Gittin 52b): With regard to one who renders another’s 
food impure," and one who mixes teruma with another’s non- 
sacred produce, and one who pours another’s wine as a libation 
before an idol, if he did so unwittingly," he is exempt from pay- 
ment of damages, even though he caused the other monetary loss. 
If he did so intentionally, he is liable to pay damages. Apparently, 
one can render forbidden an item that is not his. The Gemara 
answers: Here too it is a case where the one who caused the 
damage has a partnership share in the produce. 


The Gemara notes that the dispute whether one who slaughters 
another’s animal for idol worship renders the animal forbidden, in 
accordance with Rav Huna, or does not render it forbidden, in 
accordance with Rav Nahman, Rav Amram, and Rav Yitzhak, is 
parallel to a dispute between tanna’im in a baraita: In the case 
of a gentile who poured a Jew’s wine as an idolatrous libation, 
but not in the presence of an object of idol worship, he has ren- 
dered the wine forbidden. Rabbi Yehuda ben Beteira and Rabbi 
Yehuda ben Bava permit drinking the wine due to two factors: 
One is that the presumption is that idol worshippers pour wine as 
an idolatrous libation only in the presence of an object of idol 
worship. And the other one is that even if the gentile poured the 
wine as an idolatrous libation, the Jew can say to the gentile: It is 
not within your power to render my wine forbidden against my 
will. 


And Rav Nahman, and Rav Amram, and Rav Yitzhak say: 
Although Rav Huna’s opinion is compatible only with the opinion 

of the first tanna in the baraita and not with the opinion of Rabbi 

Yehuda ben Beteira and Rabbi Yehuda ben Bava, we can state our 
opinion even according to the one who says that a person ren- 
ders forbidden an item that is not his, e.g., by pouring his wine as 

a libation or slaughtering his animal for idol worship. This state- 
ment applies only in a case where a gentile pours the libation or 
slaughters the animal. But ifa Jew pours the wine or slaughters the 

animal, presumably he intends to torment that other person," and 

not to engage in idol worship. Therefore, a Jew does not render the 

animal forbidden. 


The Gemara suggests: Come and hear a contradiction to that dis- 
tinction from the mishna: If there were two people grasping a 
knife together and slaughtering an animal, one slaughtering for 
the sake of one of all those enumerated in the first clause of the 
mishna and one slaughtering for the sake of a legitimate matter, 
their slaughter is not valid. As the mishna is discussing a case 
involving Jews, this indicates that even a Jew who slaughters an 
animal for idol worship renders it forbidden. The Gemara answers: 
What are we dealing with here? We are dealing with the case of a 
Jewish transgressor whose intent when declaring that his slaughter 
is for the sake of mountains, hills, or other natural entities is for 
idol worship. 
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One who renders impure, etc. — ^3) KAWAN: The Sages penal- 


ized one who intentionally causes damage to the property of 
another that is not evident, e.g., he renders another's food ritually 
impure, mixes teruma with another's non-sacred produce, or 
pours another's wine as a libation before an idol, by rendering 
him obligated to pay damages in full. If he did so unwittingly or 
under duress he is exempt; the Sages penalized only one who 
does so intentionally (Rambam Sefer Nezikin, Hilkhot Hovel UMazik 
7:2-3; Shulhan Arukh, Hoshen Mishpat 385:1). 


A Jew, he intends to torment that other person — Sew 
pina xp ayy: Ifa gentile slaughters another's animal for idol 


worship or uses his wine as an idolatrous libation, benefit from 
the animal or the wine is forbidden. If a Jew does so, he does not 
render benefit from the animal or the wine forbidden, because 
one does not render forbidden an item that is not his. Rather, his 
desire is merely to torment the other person. If the Jew was an 
apostate, or if others forewarned him and he acknowledged their 
forewarning and performed those actions anyway, his halakhic 
status is like that of a gentile, and he renders the animal or the 
wine forbidden, in accordance with the conclusion of the Gemara 
(Rambam Sefer HaMadda, Hilkhot Avoda Zara 8:1; Sefer Kedusha, 
Hilkhot Shehita 2:21; and Sefer Nezikin, Hilkhot Hovel UMazik 7:6; 
Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh Dea 4:4, 145:8 and Hoshen Mishpat 385:2). 
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The Gemara suggests: Come and hear a contradiction to the distinc- 
tion between a Jew and gentile from a mishna (Gittin 52b): With 
regard to one who renders another’s food impure, and one who 
mixes teruma with another’s non-sacred produce, and one who 
pours another’s wine as a libation before an idol, if he did so unwit- 
tingly, he is exempt from payment of damages, even though he 
caused the other monetary loss. If he did so intentionally, he is 
liable to pay damages. Apparently, a Jew who pours wine as a liba- 
tion for idolatry renders wine that is not his forbidden. The Gemara 
answers: Here too the reference is to an apostate Jew whose intent 
is for idol worship. 


Rav Aha, son of Rava, said to Rav Ashi: With regard to a Jew who 
is not a transgressor but declared that he is slaughtering another’s 
animal for idolatry, if those who heard his declaration forewarned 
him that doing so is prohibited by Torah law and is punishable by 
death, and he acknowledged the forewarning’ and said: Itis in full 
knowledge of the prohibition and the punishment that I do so, what 
is the halakha? Does he render the animal forbidden in that case? 
Rav Ashi said to him: Are you saying a case where he subjected 
himself to death by acknowledging the forewarning? You have no 
transgressor greater than that, and he certainly renders the animal 


forbidden. 


9 laugh imal and h 
MISHNA: ne may nots aug ter an ae and have 


its blood flow, neither into seas,’ nor into 
rivers," nor into vessels, as in all those cases it appears that he is 
slaughtering the animal in the manner of idolaters. But one may 
slaughter an animal and have its blood flow into a round excava- 
tion containing water. And ona ship, one may slaughter an animal 
onto vessels" as it is clear that his objective is to avoid sullying the 
ship. One may not slaughter an animal and have its blood flow into 
a small hole’ in the ground at all," but one may fashion a small 
hole inside his house so that the blood will enter into it. And in 
the marketplace one may not do so, so that he will not 


BACKGROUND 


Forewarning — Ax: This legal concept refers to a formal 


that he acted unwittingly or due to ignorance that the action 


forewarning to one about to perform a transgression. The fore- 
warning must include the information that the act is prohibited 
and the punishment that one who performs the transgression 
would incur. This forewarning and the acknowledgment of it by 
the transgressor are necessary prerequisites for administering 
capital or corporal punishment. There are rare instances where 
punishment is administered in the absence of forewarning, 
e.g, one who incites others to worship idols, and conspiring 
witnesses. Forewarning serves several purposes; the primary 
goal is to inform a perpetrator that he is about to violate a 
Torah prohibition, in the hope that the information will pre- 
vent him from performing the transgression. In addition, the 
forewarning is useful in establishing the sinner’s state of mind. 
If witnesses later testify that they or others forewarned the 
accused to desist, the defendant will then be unable to claim 


One may not slaughter neither into seas nor into rivers — px 
ninm qind xb) oar ind wb poi: One may not slaughter 
an animal and have its blood flow into seas or rivers, in order 
to avoid creating the impression that he is slaughtering the 
animal to the angel of the sea. Similarly, one may not slaughter 
an animal and have its blood flow into vessels in order to avoid 
creating the impression that he is receiving the blood to sprinkle 
it for idol worship. One may slaughter into a vessel that contains 
water (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Shehita 2:5; Shulhan Arukh, 
Yoreh Dea 11:3). 


And ona ship one may slaughter onto vessels — saaby mrap 
ada: If one is ona ship and there is no empty space to slaughter 
an animal, he may slaughter onto overturned vessels (Shakh). 
Alternatively, he may reach his hand over the edge of the ship 


HALAKHA 


was prohibited, and he will be convicted and punished as an 
intentional transgressor. 


One may not slaughter...into seas — m1» sind... pon px: 
From depictions that appear in Greek and Roman literature it 
appears that slaughtering an animal so that its blood runs into 
the sea was a rite of worship of the god of the sea, Poseidon 
or Neptune. 


One may not slaughter into a small hole - xi poniw py: 
There was an ancient custom to slaughter an animal so that 
the blood ran into a hole in the ground, dating back to the 
beginning of the Greek era. The blood would collect in the hole 
as a form of offering to the dead, and as a manner of divination 
or necromancy. 


and slaughter so that the blood runs down the sides of the ship 
into the sea, and he need not be concerned, in accordance with 
the mishna and the baraita (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot 
Shehita 2:6; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 11:4). 


One may not slaughter into a small hole in the ground at 
all- apy da xa PoMiw pre: One may not slaughter an animal 
so that the blood will flow into a small hole in the ground, even 
inside a house. If one seeks to avoid sullying the house with 
blood, he may prepare a furrow or an incline near the hole, 
slaughter the animal there, and have the blood flow into the 
hole. He should not do so in public, as he would appear to be 
emulating the idolaters. The halakha is in accordance with the 
mishna and the baraita (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Shehita 
2:6; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 12:1). 


NOTES 


One may not slaughter neither into seas nor into rivers — 
niam qind xd) ma ind sb pomiw pre: In a case where 
one slaughters an animal so that the blood will flow into a 
sea or river, it appears as though he is thereby worshipping 
the angel of the sea or the angel of the river. One may not 
slaughter into a vessel, because it appears as though he 
is collecting the blood for idol worship. These actions are 
prohibited ab initio, but one who performs them does not 
invalidate the slaughter, unlike one who slaughters for the 
sake of mountains or rivers (Rambam). The reason is that in 
the latter cases he articulated that he was slaughtering for 
the sake of the mountains. In the former case, the actions 
are prohibited only due to the appearance of prohibition 
(Kol HaRemez). 


One may not slaughter into a small hole in the ground 
at all — 1p bs xan peniw p: The Gemara discusses 
the meaning of the term: At all. The plain meaning of the 
mishna is that such slaughter is forbidden even if there is 
water in the hole, in contrast to the case of slaughter into 
a round excavation, where this is permitted (see Tosafot, 
citing Rabbeinu Tam; Or HaYashar). 

Although some explain that the problem with slaughter- 
ing into a hole in the ground is that it appears as though 
he is collecting the blood to sprinkle it for idol worship 
(Tiferet Yisrael), from the explanation of the early authori- 
ties it appears that slaughtering into a small hole in the 
ground is itself a form of idol worship. Others understand 
that doing so is prohibited based on the verse: “You shall not 
eat with the blood” (Leviticus 19:26). Others explain that it 
is not actual idol worship, but is a form of sorcery (see Rab- 
beinu Bahyei). People would slaughter into a hole where the 
blood collected, and would then sit and eat around the hole 
and engage in divination and fortune telling, or summon 
demons to eat with them (see Kereti UFleti). 
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Daf 41 Amud b 


LANGUAGE 
Emulate [yehakkeh] — mpm: Rashi explains that the 
source of this term is the biblical term for statute, hok, 
as it is written: “Neither shall you follow their statutes 
[hukotehem]" (Leviticus 18:3). In several places the 
Sages employ this term in the modern sense of imi- 
tate or emulate. Other commentaries suggest that the 
source of the term is the verb hakak, meaning drawing 
or description. 


Reflection [bavua] — 7334: Linguists maintain that 
bavua is a variant form of the biblical term bavat ayin 
(see Zechariah 2:12), which means both pupil of the eye 
and child. Similarly, the Hebrew word ishon also means 
either pupil of the eye or small man [ish]. Bavua is 
similar to the Arabic word §§3, bu’bu’, with both these 
meanings, and has parallels in other languages, e.g., 
the Latin pupa, meaning little girl, and pupilla, mean- 
ing little orphan girl or pupil of the eye. The term bavua 
was used to refer to the reflection of a figure in one’s 
eye, and then became used more generally to refer to 
any reflection of an image, e.g., in water or in a mirror. 


HALAKHA 


They taught the case of murky water - n wy: 
One may not slaughter so that the blood flows into 
vessels, so that people do not say that he is receiv- 
ing the blood to sprinkle for idol worship. In a case 
where the vessel contains water and the blood is 
consequently no longer fit to sprinkle for idol worship, 
if the water is clear he may not slaughter into it, to 
avoid creating the impression that he is slaughtering 
to his reflection in the water. If the water is murky it is 
permitted. He may never slaughter into rivers or seas 
even if their water is murky (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, 
Hilkhot Shehita 2:5; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 11:3 and 
Shakh there). 


And if he did so he requires examination after his 
actions — puns ngpa pia 12 nwy ON}: Ifa person 
slaughters so that the blood flows into à hole in the 
marketplace, it is prohibited to eat from his slaughter 
until one investigates whether he is a heretic (Ram- 
bam). Some say that it is permitted after the fact even 
without investigating (Rashba). The Rema writes that 
today, when this is not the practice of idolaters, it is 
permitted after the fact (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hil- 
khot Shehita 2:6; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh Dea 12:2, and 
see Shakh, Taz, and Kereti UFleti there). 
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appear to emulate [ yehakkeh]' the heretics. 


G E M ARA The mishna teaches: One may not slaugh- 


ter an animal and have its blood flow, nei- 
ther into seas, nor into rivers, nor into vessels, but one may slaughter 
an animal and have its blood flow into a round excavation containing 
water. The Gemara asks: What is different about slaughter into 
seas? Is it that one may not perform it, as onlookers will say: He is 
slaughtering to the angel of the sea? If so, slaughter into a round 
excavation containing water should also be prohibited, as onlook- 
ers will say: He is slaughtering to his reflection [bavua],' which is 
also similar to idolatry. Rava said: The tanna’im taught that halakha 
in the case of murky water," in which no reflection can be seen. 


§ The mishna states: One may not slaughter an animal and have 
its blood flow into a small hole in the ground at all, but one may 
fashion a small hole inside his house so that the blood will enter into 
it. The Gemara asks: How is it permitted to slaughter and have the 
blood flow into a hole inside his house? But didn’t you initially say 
that one may not slaughter an animal and have its blood flow into 
a small hole in the ground at all? Abaye said: The first clause of 
the mishna, where there is a blanket prohibition against having the 
blood flow into a small hole, is referring to a small hole that is in 
the marketplace. 


Rava said to him: But isn’t it so that from the fact that the latter 
clause teaches: And in the marketplace one may not do so, it 
may be inferred that in the first clause we are not dealing with 
the marketplace? 


Rather, Rava said that this is what the mishna is saying: One may 
not slaughter an animal and have its blood flow into a small hole 
in the ground at all. And one who wishes to clean his courtyard 
and ensure that it will not be sullied in blood, how does he do so? 
He fashions a place with an incline or a furrow outside the small 
hole, and slaughters the animal there, and the blood flows and 
descends into the hole. And in the marketplace one may not do 
so, so that he will not appear to emulate the heretics. 


It is taught in a baraita in accordance with the opinion of Rava: If 
one was traveling on a ship and he has no place on the ship to 
slaughter an animal, he extends his hand with a knife, holds the 
head of the animal outside the walls of the ship, and slaughters the 
animal there; and the blood flows and descends down the sides 
of the ship. He may not slaughter an animal and have its blood flow 
directly into the sea. And one may not slaughter an animal and have 
its blood flow into a small hole in the ground at all. 


And one who wishes to clean his courtyard and ensure that it will 

not be sullied with blood, how does he do so? He fashions a place 

with an incline or a furrow outside the small hole, and slaughters 

the animal there, and the blood flows and descends into the hole. 
And in the marketplace, one may not do so, as it is stated: “Nei- 
ther shall you follow their statutes” (Leviticus 18:3). And ifhe did 

so, he requires examination after his actions" to ascertain whether 

he is a heretic. 


NOTES 


They taught the case of murky water — 3 oNaya: The Gemara’s 
response here that slaughtering is permitted in murky water 
applies only in the case under discussion of slaughtering into a 
round excavation containing water. It is prohibited to slaughter an 


animal and have its blood flow into the sea, even if the seawater 
is murky, as the concern is that it appears as though he were 
slaughtering the animal in worship of the angel of the sea (Kesef 
Mishne). 
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MI S H N A In the case of one who slaughters an animal 


and asserts that he is slaughtering it for the 
sake of a burnt offering, for the sake of a peace offering, for the 
sake of a provisional guilt offering,” for the sake of a Paschal 
offering, or for the sake of a thanks offering, his slaughter is not 
valid, as it appears that he is consecrating animals and slaughtering 
sacrificial animals outside the Temple. And Rabbi Shimon deems 
his slaughter valid.’ 


If there were two people grasping a knife together and slaughter- 
ing an animal, one slaughtering for the sake of one of all those 
enumerated in the first clause of the mishna and one slaughtering 
for the sake of a legitimate matter, their slaughter is not valid. 
With regard to one who slaughters an animal for the sake of a sin 
offering," for the sake of a guilt offering’ for a definite transgres- 
sion, for the sake of the offering of a firstborn, for the sake of the 
offering of animal tithe, or for the sake of a substitute for a sacrifi- 
cial animal,’ his slaughter is valid. All of these offerings may be 
brought only as obligations and not as gifts. Therefore, there is no 
concern that he consecrated the animals. 


This is the principle: For any item, i.e., offering, which is conse- 
crated as a voluntary vow or gift, in the case of one who slaughters 
for its sake the animal is forbidden. And for any offering that is not 
consecrated as a voluntary vow or gift but is an obligation that is 
incumbent upon him, in the case of one who slaughters for its sake 
the animal is permitted. 


BACKGROUND 


Provisional guilt offering - nbn Bw: The provisional guilt offer- 
ing is mentioned in the Torah (Leviticus 5:17-19), and its various 
halakhot are discussed in tractate Karetot. One is liable to bring a 
provisional guilt offering in a case where there is uncertainty as to 
whether he unwittingly violated a prohibition that carries liability 
to bring a sin offering, e.g. if there is uncertainty whether he ate 
forbidden fat or permitted fat. This offering protects him from 
punishment until he determines whether he actually sinned. If 
he determines that he sinned, he is liable to bring a sin offering. 


One who slaughters for the sake of a burnt offering - pniwa 
aby ow: If one slaughters a non-sacred animal for the sake of 
an offering that can be consecrated as a vow offering or as a gift 
offering, the slaughter is not valid, even if the animal had a blemish. 
This is because it appears as though he is slaughtering sacrificial 
animals outside the Temple. Therefore, if one slaughters for the 
sake of a burnt offering, a thanks offering, or a Paschal offering, 
his slaughter is not valid. A Paschal offering can be designated 
at any time during the year, so in that sense it is similar to an 
offering that can be consecrated as a vow offering or as a gift 
offering (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Shehita 2:17-18; Shulhan 
Arukh, Yoreh Dea 5:1). 


Provisional guilt offering - nbn ow: If one slaughters a non- 
sacred animal for the sake of a provisional guilt offering, the 
slaughter is valid. The halakha is not in accordance with the opin- 
ion of Rabbi Eliezer but with the opinion of the Rabbis, who hold 
that one may bring a provisional guilt offering only for uncertainty 


HALAKHA 


Guilt offering - owx: A guilt offering, which must be a male 
sheep, is an offering of the most sacred order, and its flesh may be 
eaten only by priests on the day it is sacrificed and the following 
night. The halakhot of the sprinkling of its blood on the altar and 
the burning of its fats are identical to the halakhot of a peace 
offering. Guilt offerings mentioned in the Torah (Leviticus 5:15-26) 
are divided into three categories: The guilt offerings of a nazirite 
and a leper, a provisional guilt offering, and a definite guilt offer- 
ing. The definite guilt offering is brought for the sin of misuse of 
consecrated property, among other transgressions. 


with regard to his liability to bring a sin offering (Karetot 25b). 
Some hold that this slaughter is not valid, based on the mishna 
and the opinion of Rabbi Eliezer, who holds that one may bring a 
provisional guilt offering every day if he so chooses, indicating that 
it is not an obligation. The Rema writes that one should adopt the 
stringent ruling (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Shehita 2:17-18; 
Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh Dea 5:1 and Orah Hayyim 1:7). 


One who slaughters for the sake of a sin offering - ow oniva 
NRUN: If one slaughters a non-sacred animal for the sake of an 
offering that cannot be consecrated as a vow offering or a gift 
offering, e.g. a sin offering, a provisional guilt offering, a definite 
guilt offering, a firstborn offering, an animal tithe offering, or a 
substitute for a sacrificial animal, his slaughter is valid. There are 
some who hold that if he slaughters it for the sake of a provisional 
guilt offering the slaughter is not valid. The Rema writes that in this 
case one should adopt the stringent ruling (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, 
Hilkhot Shehita 2:17-18; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 5:1). 


NOTES 


One who slaughters for the sake of a burnt 
offering - aby Dyb miwn: Technically, if one says 
that he is slaughtering an animal for the sake of a burnt 
offering, he has said nothing, as he has not previously 
consecrated the animal as a burnt offering, and this 
is not a typical formula employed to consecrate an 
animal. Nevertheless, the Sages issued a decree that 
the slaughter of one who says that it is for the sake of a 
burnt offering is not valid, even if he explicitly declares 
that his intent is not to consecrate the animal (Rab- 
beinu Yehonatan of Lunel). The reason the slaughter is 
not valid is that it appears as though he is consecrating 
and slaughtering sacrificial animals outside the Temple 
courtyard, and an onlooker might draw the mistaken 
conclusion that it is permitted to do so. Therefore, the 
Sages issued this decree only with regard to one who 
slaughters for the sake of a type of offering that one 
can consecrate as a vow or as a Gift offering. 

By contrast, if he slaughters for the sake of an offer- 
ing that is obligatory, e.g., a sin offering, or whose 
sanctity is not created through consecration, e.g., a 
firstborn offering, there is no concern that onlookers 
may draw the wrong conclusion (Rashi). Most early 
commentaries explain the entire discussion in the 
Gemara along these lines as well, saying that the con- 
cern is one of appearance of prohibition. 

Other early commentaries hold that the halakhot 
in this mishna were in effect only during the Temple 
era, but not today. According to this explanation, there 
was a genuine concern that the person slaughtering 
or the sake of a burnt offering was consecrating the 
animal. The Tur writes similarly, that the reason that 
his halakha applies today is due to the concern that 
perhaps he thereby consecrated the animal, and he is 
slaughtering a sacrificial animal outside of the Temple. 
evertheless, the commentaries explain that even 
according to this opinion, the concern is not that he 
actually slaughtered a sacrificial animal outside of the 


Temple. Were that the case, benefit from the animal 


would also be forbidden, and the slaughterer would 
be liable for slaughtering a sacrificial animal outside 
of the Temple, for which one is liable even today (see 
Perisha and Derisha). 


And Rabbi Shimon deems his slaughter valid — a1) 
yw yaw: Rashi explains that Rabbi Shimon holds 
that the Sages do not issue a decree based on the 
appearance of prohibition. Tosafot cite the explana- 
tion of the Riva that Rabbi Shimon holds that in this 
case there is no appearance of prohibition whatsoever, 
since the one slaughtering did not act in a manner 
typical of one who consecrates an animal as an offer- 
ing. One who consecrates an animal says: It is incum- 
bent upon me to bring a burnt offering, or: This animal 
is designated as a burnt offering, and then he brings 
the animal to the Temple and slaughters it. One does 
not typically take a non-sacred animal and slaughter 
it for the sake of a burnt offering. 


A substitute for a sacrificial animal - Wan: If one 
states that his non-sacred animal shall be a substitute 
for a certain sacrificial animal that he owns, it assumes 
the status of a substitute for a sacrificial animal. 
Although it is prohibited to do so by Torah law (see 
Leviticus 27:10), and the first animal remains sacred, 
the substitute animal also becomes sacred. Tractate 
Temura is devoted entirely to this matter. 
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NOTES 


Where he says for the sake of my sin offering - 
NUN Dyb İNA: Based on this interpretation of the 

mishna, the slaughter i is not valid only if two condi- 
tions are fulfilled: It is known that this person is liable 

to bring a sin offering, and he says: | am slaughtering 

this animal for the sake of my sin offering. But if there 

is no knowledge that he is obligated to bring a sin 

offering, then even if he says: | am slaughtering this 

animal for the sake of my sin offering, the slaughter 
is valid. In this case, there is no room for concern that 

he is actually liable to bring a sin offering, as typically, 
one’s liability to bring a sin offering is information that 
he wants disseminated in order to shame himself and 

thereby effect his atonement (Rashi). 
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G E M A The mishna teaches: In the case of one who 

slaughters an animal and asserts that he is 
slaughtering it for the sake of a burnt offering, for the sake of a 
peace offering, for the sake of a provisional guilt offering, for the 
sake of a Paschal offering, or for the sake of a thanks offering, the 
slaughter is not valid. This is because one who slaughters for the 
sake of any type of offering that is consecrated as a vow or as a gift 
renders the animal forbidden. The Gemara asks: Is a provisional 
guilt offering fit to be consecrated as a vow or as a gift? A provi- 
sional guilt offering is brought only when one is obligated to do so 
due to uncertainty whether or not he is liable to bring a sin offering. 
Rabbi Yohanan said: In accordance with whose opinion is this 
halakha in the mishna? It is in accordance with the opinion of 
Rabbi Elazar, who says in a mishna (Karetot 25a): A person 
donates a provisional guilt offering every day if he chooses, due 
to concern that perhaps he violated a prohibition. 


The Gemara asks: Is a Paschal offering fit to be consecrated as a 
vow or as a gift? The time is fixed for its offering on Passover eve, 
when bringing it is an obligation, and it may not be brought on any 
other day. Rabbi Oshaya said: The Paschal offering is different, 
since although the date for bringing and slaughtering it is the four- 
teenth of Nisan, its designation can be performed throughout the 
entire year. 


Rabbi Yannai says: The Sages taught that slaughter of an animal 
for the sake of an offering is not valid only if the animals were 
unblemished. But with regard to animals with blemishes, the 
slaughterer knows that they are blemished and disqualified from 
sacrifice. Therefore, despite his declaration, there is no concern that 
his actual intent was to slaughter the animal for that purpose. And 
Rabbi Yohanan says: Slaughter of an animal for the sake of an 
offering is not valid even if the animals were blemished" as well, as 
there are times that an item is cast over the blemish and covers it, 
and he does not know that the animal is blemished. 


The mishna teaches: With regard to one who slaughters an animal 
for the sake of a sin offering, his slaughter is valid, as, since one 
cannot voluntarily contribute a sin offering, there is no concern that 
the onlookers will draw the wrong conclusion. Rabbi Yohanan 
says: The Sages taught that slaughter of an animal for the sake ofa 
sin offering is valid only with regard to a slaughterer who is not 
liable to bring a sin offering. But a slaughterer who knows that he 
is liable to bring a sin offering," his slaughter is not valid. Say that 
he is performing consecration and slaughter for the sake ofhis sin 
offering. The Gemara asks: But didn’t he say before the slaughter: 
For the sake of a sin offering, and he did not say: For the sake of 
my sin offering? Why, then, is that a concern? Rabbi Abbahu said: 
Indeed, the reference is to a case where he says: I am slaughtering 
this animal for the sake of my sin offering.’ 


HALAKHA 


Even if the animals were blemished — pnma bya pw: If one 
slaughters non-sacred animals for the sake of offerings that can be 
consecrated as vow offerings or as gift offerings, the slaughter is 
not valid, even if the animals are blemished, and even if the blem- 
ish is in a conspicuous part of the animal (Shakh), in accordance 
with the opinion of Rabbi Yohanan (Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 5:1). 


But a slaughterer who is liable to bring a sin offering - bax 
Mxen ann: If one slaughters an animal for the sake of a sin 
offering, the slaughter is valid. But if it is known that he is liable to 


bring a sin offering, and he states: | am slaughtering this animal 
for the sake of my sin offering, the slaughter is not valid. The same 
halakha applies to one liable to bring a guilt offering. Some hold 
that in these cases, deriving benefit from the animal is also forbid- 
den, as in the case of a sacrificial animal slaughtered outside the 
Temple (Maharshal; Taz), in accordance with the statements of 
Rabbi Yohanan and Rabbi Abbahu (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hil- 
khot Shehita 2:18—19; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 5:1, and see Shakh 
and Taz there). 
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The mishna teaches: With regard to one who slaughters for the 
sake of a substitute for a sacrificial animal, his slaughter is valid. 
Rabbi Elazar says: The Sages taught that the slaughter is valid only 
in a case where he does not have an animal consecrated as an 
offering inside his house" for which it can be the substitute, but 
if he has an animal consecrated as an offering in his house, say 
that he is substituting this animal for it, and the slaughter is not 
valid. The Gemara asks: But didn’t he say before the slaughter: For 
the sake of a substitute for a sacrificial animal, and he did not 
say: For the sake of a substitute for my animal consecrated as an 
offering? Why, then, is that a concern? Rabbi Abbahu said: Indeed, 
the reference is to a case where he says: I am slaughtering this 
animal for the sake of a substitute for my animal consecrated as 
an offering. 


The mishna states that this is the principle: For any offering that 
is consecrated as a voluntary vow or gift, in the case of one who 
slaughters for its sake, the animal is forbidden. The Gemara asks: 
What case does this clause add? The list in the mishna appears 
to be comprehensive. The Gemara answers: The clause serves to 
add the burnt offering of a nazirite.™ As, lest you say there is 
no concern in that case, as that person did not vow to become a 
nazirite and could not possibly be obligated to bring that offering, 
therefore, the tanna teaches that there is a concern ifhe said he was 
slaughtering for the sake of the burnt offering ofa nazirite. Say that 
perhaps he vowed to become a nazirite in private, and no one else 
was aware of it. 


The Gemara asks: What is added by the second half of the principle: 
And for any offering that is not consecrated as a voluntary vow 
or asa gift, in the case of one who slaughters for its sake the animal 
is permitted? The Gemara answers: It serves to add the burnt 
offering of a woman after childbirth." If one slaughters an animal 
for the sake of a burnt offering of a woman after childbirth, the 
slaughter is valid, as it is an obligation. 


Rabbi Elazar says: The Sages taught that the slaughter is valid only 
in a case where he does not have a wife. But if he has a wife, say 
that he performs consecration and slaughter of the animal for her 
sake and therefore the slaughter is not valid. The Gemara asks: But 
didn’t he say before the slaughter: For the sake of the burnt offering 
of a woman after childbirth, and he did not say: For the sake of 
the burnt offering of my wife after childbirth? Why, then, is that 
a concern? Rabbi Abbahu said: Indeed, the reference is to a case 
where he says: I am slaughtering this animal for the sake of the 
burnt offering of my wife after childbirth. 


The Gemara objects: This is obvious. Clearly, if he explicitly 
declared that the slaughter is for the sake of the burnt offering of 
his wife after childbirth the slaughter is not valid. 


HALAKHA 


In a case where he does not have an offering inside his 
house - inva Jina nat b pxw: In a case where one has a 
sacrificial animal in his house, if he slaughters a non-sacred 
animal and says: This is for the sake of a substitute for my offer- 
ing, his slaughter is not valid, in accordance with the statements 
of Rabbi Elazar and Rabbi Abbahu (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, 
Hilkhot Shehita 2:19). 


The burnt offering of a nazirite - 13 nbiy: If one slaughters a 
non-sacred animal for the sake of a burnt offering of a nazirite, 
then even though he is not a nazirite, his slaughter is not valid, 
since naziriteship is fundamentally a vow. The Sages ruled 
stringently, as they say that perhaps he took a private vow of 
naziriteship (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Shehita 2:20). 


To add the burnt offering of a woman after childbirth - 
nbi nbiy mind: In the case of a woman who slaughters an 
animal for the sake of a burnt offering brought after childbirth, 
if she says: This is my burnt offering, the slaughter is valid, 
because a burnt offering is not sacrificed voluntarily. There is no 
concern that perhaps she had a miscarriage, as were that the 
case, it would have generated publicity (see Maggid Mishne). 
The same halakha applies if a man slaughters an animal for the 
sake of a burnt offering brought after childbirth, as everyone 
knows that his wife did not give birth. If she did give birth or 
miscarry, a situation where during the Temple era she would 
be liable to bring this offering, it is prohibited to partake of the 
meat of the animal (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Shehita 
2:20; Tevuot Shor). 
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BACKGROUND 

Burnt offering of a nazirite - 3 nbiy: A nazirite is an 
individual who undertakes the nazirite vow, as detailed in 
the Torah (see Numbers 6:1-21). A nazirite must refrain from 
eating or drinking any product of the vine, avoid becom- 
ing ritually impure with impurity imparted by a corpse, and 
refrain from cutting his hair. A nazirite who violates any of 
these prohibitions is liable to be flogged. One may vow to 
be a nazirite for any period of time that he wishes, with a 
minimum term of thirty days. When the nazirite completes 
the term of his naziriteship, he is obligated to bring two lambs, 
a female as a sin offering and a male as a burnt offering, as 
well as a ram as a peace offering. He shaves his hair and burns 
it beneath the pot in which the flesh of the ram brought as 
a peace offering is cooked. His naziriteship ends after he 
brings his offerings. 


Burnt offering of a woman after childbirth - np nbiy: 
The Torah describes various halakhot that apply to a woman 
after childbirth, if the baby was born in a standard childbirth, 
as opposed to a caesarean section. She is ritually impure 
for seven days if she gave birth to a boy, and for fourteen 
days if she gave birth to a girl. After immersion in a ritual 
bath, she is ritually pure for the next thirty-three or sixty-six 
days, respectively, even if she experiences uterine bleeding. 
Nevertheless, during this period of forty days for a boy, or 
eighty days for a girl, it is prohibited for her to enter the 
Temple courtyard and partake of sacrificial meat. After the 
fortieth or eightieth day, she sacrifices a purification offering 
in the Temple consisting of a lamb in its first year, brought as a 
burnt offering, and a young pigeon or a dove, brought as a sin 
offering. If she cannot afford the cost of a lamb for the burnt 
offering, she can bring two doves or two young pigeons, one 
as a burnt offering and the other as a sin offering, after which 
she may enter the Temple and partake of sacrificial meat (see 
Leviticus 12:1-8). 


Women in the Temple presenting offerings after childbirth 
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- mbes IDM DN KDT The Gemara answers: Lest you say: Ifitis so that his wife gave birth, 
wy a yav xp mob mI xbp it would have generated publicity and been common knowledge; 
ot 7 ty Sk cm SE therefore, one might conclude that the slaughter is valid even if he 
“~*~ declared that the slaughter is for the sake of the burnt offering of 
his wife after childbirth, as in fact she did not give birth. To counter 
this, Rabbi Elazar teaches us that the slaughter is not valid. Say that 
his wife miscarried and is liable to bring an offering, but it is not 

nwa ay mn common knowledge, because the baby was not born alive. 


220 MHULLIN: PEREK II: 42A: 30911 p15 


This file may not be reproduced or distributed in any form without express permission from the publisher 


The first part of this chapter is a continuation of the halakhot of slaughter discussed 
in the previous chapter. Initially it was explained that the basic mitzva of slaughter is 
mentioned in the Torah, and its details are halakhot transmitted to Moses from Sinai. 
There is a mitzva to slaughter domesticated and undomesticated animals and birds 
by cutting their neck. In the slaughter of an animal both the windpipe and the gullet 
must be cut, and in the slaughter of a bird it is sufficient to cut either of the simanim. 
As is the case with regard to many halakhot, if one cuts the majority of a siman it is 
as though he cut the entire siman. The primary element of slaughter is the cutting 
of the simanim, not the emergence of blood, but if no blood emerges, the animal is 
not rendered susceptible to ritual impurity. Other permitted creatures, e.g., fish and 
locusts, do not require slaughter. 


Slaughter is effective in rendering permitted the consumption of the flesh of the 
animal only if it is performed before the soul of the animal departs, the precise time 
of which is defined by the Sages. Likewise, the animal does not assume unslaughtered 
carcass status and does not become a primary source of ritual impurity only if the 
slaughter occurs before the soul departs. On that basis, it is permitted to slaughter an 
animal in danger of imminent death. Nevertheless, some Sages adopted a stringent 
practice and would not eat the flesh of an animal slaughtered when it was in danger 
of imminent death. 


Slaughter is performed by passing the knife back and forth and cutting the flesh, 
without pressing the knife and without ripping the simanim. Nevertheless, it is 
possible for two people to slaughter one animal or for one person to slaughter two 
animals at the same time. The Sages established a minimum length for the knife used 
to slaughter an animal ab initio. But if the slaughter was performed properly with a 
smaller knife, the slaughter is valid after the fact. 


There are five actions that invalidate slaughter: Interrupting the slaughter, pressing 
the knife, concealing the knife in the course of an inverted slaughter, diverting the 
knife above the place of slaughter, and ripping the simanim from their place before 
cutting them. An animal whose slaughter was invalidated assumes unslaughtered 
carcass status and becomes a primary source of ritual impurity. 


A significant portion of this chapter addresses the matter of intent during slaughter. 
The conclusion is that although there is a mitzva to slaughter, one need not have 
intent to perform a mitzva. The slaughter must be performed through the action of 
a competent person. A slaughter that happens spontaneously, e.g., if a knife falls and 
cuts the neck, is not valid. 


Intent to slaughter for idol worship invalidates the slaughter, and benefit from the 
animal is forbidden like an idolatrous offering. The Sages distinguished between 
actual idol worship, and slaughter for the sake of mountains, valleys, and the like. 
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Although one who slaughters with that intent invalidates the slaughter, deriving 
benefit from that animal is permitted, unless his intent was to slaughter for the angel 
of the mountain. 


If one slaughters an animal on behalf ofa gentile, it is permitted to eat the meat of the 
animal even if the gentile’s intent was that the slaughter be for idol worship. The intent 
of the owner is not decisive in this regard; rather, it is the intent of the slaughterer 
that determines whether the slaughter is valid. Nevertheless, if one slaughters an 
animal belonging to another for the sake of idolatry, he does not render it forbidden, 
because a person cannot render forbidden an item that is not his. 


There are various customs with regard to slaughter related to the prohibitions against 
sorcery and necromancy, or due to the general prohibition against following the 
customs of gentiles. The Sages prohibited any slaughter that could arouse suspicion 
or that has the appearance of violating a prohibition, and they permitted slaughter 
in cases where it is obvious that the slaughterer is not emulating the gentiles. 


Another type of intent that invalidates slaughter is the intent to slaughter a non- 
sacred animal as an offering. Although the slaughter in and of itself does not ren- 
der non-sacred animals forbidden, concern exists that perhaps he had previously 
consecrated the animal. If so, then in slaughtering it, he might be in violation of the 
prohibition against slaughter of sacrificial animals outside the Temple courtyard. At 
the very least, his actions would have the appearance of prohibition, as it appears 
that he is consecrating an animal and slaughtering it outside the Temple courtyard. 
The conclusion of the Gemara is that if one slaughters for the sake of an offering that 
can be brought as a vow offering or as a gift offering the slaughter is not valid. But if 
he slaughtered the animal for the sake of an obligatory offering the slaughter is valid. 


These topics, and other related issues, are the main focus of this chapter. There is 
also an especially long treatment of the impurity of food, as well as an analysis of 
whether it is the slaughter or the blood of slaughter that renders food susceptible to 
ritual impurity. 
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And the Lord spoke unto Moses and to Aaron, saying unto 
them: Speak unto the children of Israel, saying: These are 
the living things which you may eat among all the animals 
that are on the earth. 

(Leviticus 11:1-2) 


These may you eat of all that are in the waters: Whatever 
has fins and scales in the waters, in the seas, and in the rivers, 
them may you eat. 

(Leviticus 11:9) 


And these you shall have in detestation among the fowls; they 
shall not be eaten; they are a detestable thing. 


(Leviticus 11:13) 


All winged swarming things that go upon all fours are a 
detestable thing unto you. Yet these may you eat of all winged 
swarming things that go upon all fours, which have jointed 
legs above their feet, wherewith to leap upon the earth. 


(Leviticus 11:21) 

These are the animals which you may eat: The ox, the sheep, 

and the goat, the hart, and the gazelle, and the yahmur, and 
the akko, and the dishon, and the te’o, and the zamer. 

(Deuteronomy 14:4-5) 


And you shall be holy men unto Me, and you shall not eat 
any flesh that is torn of animals [tereifa] in the field; you 
shall cast it to the dogs. 

(Exodus 22:30) 


This chapter, the longest in tractate Hullin, deals with several subjects, all surrounding 
the question: Which animals are permitted for consumption? The opening chapters 
of the tractate discussed the proper manner of slaughter to render a kosher animal 
permitted for consumption; this chapter will explore which animals are prohibited 
for consumption no matter how they are slaughtered. Such animals fall into two 
categories: Tereifot, which are animals with a fatal injury or disease, and non-kosher 
species of animals. 


The Torah presents the prohibition of a tereifa only briefly, leaving several ambigui- 
ties as to its content: What is the essence of this prohibition? Is a tereifa prohibited 
because of the injury per se, or only because it is certain to die? Which cases are 
included in the prohibition of a tereifa? Which injuries and diseases are sufficiently 
severe to render an animal forbidden? What differences are there between birds and 
animals in this regard? An oral tradition received from Moses at Sinai lists various 
injuries in animals and birds that render them tereifot, but it is still unclear whether 
the list is exhaustive and how it applies to various cases. 


Non-kosher species are called tamei in the Torah. This word is used in other contexts 
to denote ritual impurity, and both uses share a connotation of abhorrence, enjoin- 
ing one to distance himself from the object in question. The concepts of kosher and 
non-kosher species appear in the story of Noah’s ark in the book of Genesis, a point 
in the biblical narrative well before these halakhot were given to the Jews at Sinai. 


In the book of Leviticus, the Torah presents the physical signs of kosher mammals 
explicitly, while with regard to birds it presents a list of non-kosher species. The 


Introduction to 
Perek III 


223 


224 


This file may not be reproduced or distributed in any form without express permission from the publisher 


Gemara explores how to identify a kosher mammal in situations where the signs are 
missing or ambiguous, as well as the possible existence of additional signs identifying 
it as kosher or non-kosher. With regard to birds, the Gemara addresses the possibility 
of identifying kosher birds by means of signs when one is unfamiliar with the non- 
kosher species listed in the Torah. 


The Gemara also describes the signs of kosher fish and grasshoppers, for which 
slaughter is not required at all. The Torah specifies fins and scales as the signs of a 
kosher fish, and the Gemara explains the details of this requirement: What are con- 
sidered fins and scales? What if a fish sheds its scales? With regard to grasshoppers, 
the Torah lists the kosher species while also giving a sign: Large hind legs for jumping. 
The Gemara offers additional signs to aid in identifying kosher grasshoppers as well 
as identifying the species listed in the verses. 


The discussions in this chapter provide the practical framework for determining 
which animals are permitted for consumption and which are forbidden. Although 
there are tangential discussions on this topic elsewhere in the Talmud, the main 
principles are explicated here. 


A note to our readers: The Sages of the Talmud possessed an in-depth understanding 
of the anatomy of cows, birds, and other animals that are discussed in this tractate. 
For the reader's ease of reference, detailed anatomical diagrams are shown on the 
facing page. 
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Anatomy of a cow viewed from the left 


Anatomy of a chicken 
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MI S H N A These wounds constitute tereifot’ in an ani- 


mal, rendering them prohibited for con- 
sumption: A perforated gullet," where the perforation goes 
through the wall of the gullet, ora cut windpipe." If the membrane 
of the brain was perforated," or if the heart was perforated to its 
chamber;" if the spinal column was broken and its cord was cut; 
if the liver was removed and nothing remained of it, any of these 
render the animal a tereifa. 


Additionally, a lung that was perforated or that was missing a 
piece" renders the animal a tereifa. Rabbi Shimon says: It is not a 
tereifa unless it is perforated through to the bronchi. Ifthe aboma- 
sum was perforated, or the gallbladder was perforated, or the 
small intestines were perforated, it is a tereifa. It is also a tereifa in 
a case where the internal rumen was perforated or where the 
majority of the external rumen was torn. Rabbi Yehuda says: For 
a large animal, a tear of one handbreadth renders it a tereifa, while 
for a small animal, it is a tereifa only if the majority of it was torn. 
And it is a tereifa where the omasum [hemses]' or the reticulum" 


was perforated to the outside, i.e., to the abdominal cavity, but not 
if the perforation was between the two. 


These wounds constitute tereifot — nidw by: These are the 
animals prohibited for consumption based on the verse: “You 
shall not eat any flesh that is torn of animals [tereifa] in the 
field” (Exodus 22:30), referring to animals injured by predators 
and on the verge of death. The Rambam (Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot 
Ma‘akhalot Assurot 4:6-9) writes that the verse’s reference to 
predation is simply the typical case, and the prohibition includes 
animals injured by other means as well. An animal is considered a 
tereifa only if it is damaged structurally in a visible way. An animal 
that is dying of disease, old age, or poisoning is not considered 
a tereifa but rather an animal in danger, which is permitted for 
consumption (see 37a and 58b). 


A lung that was perforated or that was missing a piece — of their outer walls. 


TERY ix TIP mY: The lungs are surrounded by two thin 
membranes. According to the Gemara (46b), a perforated lung 
refers to a case where both membranes have been perforated 
such that air escapes from the lungs when they are inflated. The 
word: Missing, denotes the absence of one of the five lobes, 
two on the left and three on the right, that constitute the lungs 
(Rambam’s Commentary on the Mishna; see Rashi here and the 
Gemara on 47b). 


Abomasum...small intestines...rumen...omasum or the 
reticulum — nipis7 TH) DIT... ISi1.. pom. TPT: Ruminants 
digest cellulose that simple- -stomached animals cannot by 
means of a pre-gastric fermentation wherein microbes digest the 
cellulose, and the byproduct of that fermentation is later digested 
by the animal. This is accomplished via their four-chambered 
stomach. When the animal swallows, the food descends through 
the gullet into the rumen. The rumen and reticulum serve as 
a large, churning, fermentation vat. Microbes break down the 


NOTES 


feed while continuous contractions mix the contents, sending 
larger particles, known as cud, back to the mouth for further 
chewing, and letting smaller particles pass on to the omasum. 
The omasum, with its many leaves providing a large surface 
area, reabsorbs fluids, salts, and some residual nutrients, and 
hen pumps the remaining contents into the abomasum, or 
rue stomach, for enzymatic digestion. From there the process 
continues as it would in a simple-stomached animal: From the 
abomasum the food travels to the small intestine, and then to 
he spiral colon, the cecum, and finally the rectum. The Gemara 
54a) explains that since the reticulum and omasum open into 
each other in any case, a perforation of the wall between the 
wo does not render the animal a tereifa as would a perforation 


The diagram below shows the parts of the ruminant digestive 


system, which includes the (1) gullet, (2) rumen, (3) reticulum, 
(4) omasum, (5) abomasum, (6) small intestine, (7) spiral colon, 


(8) cecum, and (9) rectum. 


Diagram of the ruminant digestive system 


HALAKHA 

A perforated gullet — bw nap: An animal whose 
gullet was perforated is a tereifa no matter how small 
the hole is, in accordance with the ruling of the mishna. 
If the perforation is located where the animal is ordinar- 
ily slaughtered, once dead the animal is considered an 
unslaughtered carcass and transmits ritual impurity even 
if it was slaughtered, in accordance with the Gemara on 
32a-b and on 43b (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Shehita 
3:19; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De'a 33:3). 


Or a cut windpipe — NRY npa: If the windpipe 
was cut along its width in a location where the animal is 
ordinarily slaughtered, the animal is considered a carcass 
and transmits impurity even if it is otherwise slaughtered 
properly, in accordance with the Gemara (32a-b). If it was 
cut below this area, the animal is a tereifa no matter how 
narrow the cut. If the windpipe was cut lengthwise, the 
animal is kosher as long as some of it remains intact at 
either end of the area where it is ordinarily slaughtered 
(Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Shehita 3:19, 3:23; Shulhan 
Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 34:1, 34:7). 


If the membrane of the brain was perforated - 3% 
nin bw Dry: The brain is surrounded by two membranes. 
If the inner membrane, pia mater, was perforated, the 
animal is a tereifa. If only the outer membrane, the dura 
mater, was perforated, the animal is kosher. Some hold 
that even a perforation of the outer membrane renders 
the animal a tereifa, and the custom is to be stringent 
where it will not lead to monetary loss (Rema). Later 
authorities are stringent even in cases of potential mon- 
etary loss (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Shehita 6:3; 
Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De'a 31:1, and see Shakh and Pithei 
Teshuva there). 


If the heart was perforated to its chamber - d7 ap) 
bn mab: If any of the chambers of the heart are per- 
forated, the animal is a tereifa, in accordance with the 
ruling of the mishna. If the perforation did not reach 
the chamber, even if the wall itself was fully perforated, 
e.g, if the hole extends from one side of the heart to 
the other below the level of the chambers, the animal 
is kosher (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Shehita 6:5; 
Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh Dea 40:1-2). 


LANGUAGE 

Omasum [hemses] — ppa: This is the third chamber in 
the ruminant stomach, which is round and filled with 
large folds of mucosa. According to the Arukh, the letter 
heh at the beginning of this word is the definite article, 
and the word is derived from the Hebrew root mem, 
samekh, samekh, meaning dissolve. In addition, Rabbi 
Eliyahu Bahur notes the similarity between this Hebrew 
word and the Latin omasum. 
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BACKGROUND 


Hawk — y3: The mishna refers to hawks from the 
genus Accipiter, known commonly as goshawks 
and sparrowhawks. These birds have a body length 
averaging approximately 40 cm and a wingspan of 
approximately 80 cm. They prey on rodents and on 
other birds, even catching them in midflight. These 
hawks are known for their excellent eyesight, which 
is eight times keener than that of humans and allows 
them to see objects one centimeter long from a dis- 
tance of eighty meters. The genus includes some 
forty-seven species, of which five occur in Eretz 
Yisrael. 


HALAKHA 


Clawed by a hawk in the case of a small bird, etc. — 
131 PT giya yao NN: Ifa hawk claws a small bird, 
such as a dove or pigeon, the bird is a tereifa, even if 
the hawk is smaller than the attacked bird. If it claws 
a large bird, such as a chicken, the bird is not a tereifa. 
According to the Rashba and the Tur, if the attacked 
large bird is smaller than the hawk, it is rendered a 
tereifa. If a larger bird of prey claws any bird, even a 
large one, it renders it a tereifa, in accordance with 
the mishna and Gemara (52b), where this issue is 
discussed in greater depth (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, 
Hilkhot Shehita 5:5; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De'a 57:3). 


Any animal that was injured such that an animal 
in a similar condition could not live - min pyw ds 
mn: The Torah prohibits the consumption of any 
animal on the verge of death due to injury or an 
anatomical defect, even if it was slaughtered before 
it died. This prohibition includes only those cases 
enumerated by the Sages, and therefore an animal 
on the verge of death due to an injury or defect that 
it not among those listed by the Sages is not con- 
sidered a tereifa. An animal with one of the injuries 
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Likewise, if an animal fell from the roof," or if the majority of its 
ribs were fractured, or if it was clawed by a wolf," it is a tereifa. 
Rabbi Yehuda says: If it was clawed by a wolf in the case of a small 
animal, i.e., a sheep or goat; or clawed bya lion in the case ofa large 
animal, i.e., cattle; or if it was clawed by a hawk’ in the case of a 
small bird;" or if it was clawed by a large bird of prey in the case of 
a large bird, then it is a tereifa. This is the principle: Any animal 
that was injured such that an animal in a similar condition could 
not live™" for an extended period is a tereifa, the consumption of 
which is forbidden by Torah law. 


C E M A RA Rabbi Shimon ben Lakish says: Where is 


there an allusion in the Torah to the pro- 
hibition of a tereifa? The Gemara interjects: Where is there an 
allusion? Doesn't the Torah state explicitly: “You shall not eat any 
flesh that is torn of animals [tereifa] in the field” (Exodus 22:30)? 
Rather, the question is: Where is there an allusion in the Torah 
to the principle that a tereifa cannot live? As the mishna teaches 
in the last clause: This is the principle: Any animal that was injured 
such that an animal in a similar condition could not live for an 
extended period is a tereifa; one learns by inference that a tereifa 
cannot live." If so, from where do we derive this? 


It is derived from a verse, as it is written: “These are the living 
things which you may eat among all the animals that are on the 
earth” (Leviticus 11:2). The verse indicates that you may eat a living 
animal, i.e., one that can survive, but you may not eat an animal that 
is not living, i.e., one that cannot survive. One learns by inference 
that a tereifa cannot live. 


The Gemara asks: And according to the one who says that a tereifa 
can live," from where does he derive this? The Gemara responds: 
He derives it from the same verse: “These are the living things 
which you may eat among all the animals.” “These” indicates that 
you may eat only these living things, but you may not eat other 
living things, i.e., tereifot. One learns by inference that a tereifa 
can live. 


enumerated in the mishna is considered a tereifa APM D7 
even if it can be healed (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hil- 
khot Ma‘akhalot Assurot 4:7-9 and Hilkhot Shehita 
9:12-13; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De'a 57:18). 
NOTES 


Fell from the roof — 337 ya mbps: This includes any fall from a 
height greater than ten handbreadths. In such a case, even if it 
is not immediately apparent that the animal has sustained an 
injury, one must be concerned that its internal organs might 
have been damaged. 


Clawed by a wolf — ax nD: This is the only tereifa on this 
ist mentioned explicitly in the Torah: “You shall not eat any 
flesh that is torn of animals in the field” (Exodus 22:30). When 
a predator sinks its claws into the animal's flesh, it may cause 
an internal perforation that could endanger the animal's life 
(Rashi on 53b). Therefore, if the location of the clawing is known, 
one may check the flesh underneath for signs of injury. If the 
location is unknown, one must inspect the entire body cavity 
for perforations. 


Any animal injured such that an animal in a similar condi- 
tion could not live - mn mina paw bs: The Gemara records a 
dispute between the tanna‘im with regard to whether every 
tereifa is destined to die from its injury. According to Rabbi 
Shimon ben Gamliel, even if the tereifa does not die within a 
determinate period of time, its health deteriorates continuously. 
According to Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi, a tereifa dies within thirty 
days. The majority opinion is that a tereifa dies within twelve 
months of its injury, and that is the halakha (see 57b and Rashi 
and Tosafot there). Nevertheless, this halakha does not apply 
to cases of tereifa listed in the mishna or the Gemara. Those 
animals are still considered tereifot even if they could survive 
for longer than twelve months. The twelve-month period 
is relevant only to cases of animals about which there is an 
uncertainty as to their status as a tereifa. If the animal survives 
for twelve months, the uncertainty is resolved and it is not a 
tereifa (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Shehita 11:1). 
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A tereifa cannot live - 79m myx ADI: The opinion that holds 
hat a tereifa cannot survive for more than a limited period 
does not always appear to be consistent with modern scien- 
ific knowledge. For example, the Gemara on 52b rules that 
an animal clawed by certain types of animals, such as cats, is 
considered a tereifa due to the venom found in the claws of 
he cat, a phenomenon not known to modern scientists or 
biologists. In addition, the Gemara on 46a concludes that an 
animal with at least two olive-bulks of the liver can continue 
o survive and is not rendered a tereifa. In the Responsa of the 
Rivash (447), though, it is noted that such animal cannot in 
act survive. Modern experiments indicate that an animal can 
survive only if it has at least one-quarter of its liver. Another 
example is the case of an animal with a piece of its skull the size 
of a sela coin removed, which the Gemara (54b) states renders 
the animal a tereifa, even though birds often do live with more 
than this amount of their skull removed, a phenomenon already 
documented by the Izemah Tzedek. 

Different explanations have been presented to address this 
problem. According to the Rambam, the categories of tereifot 
were given to Moses at Sinai, and despite the Gemara’s state- 
ment than a tereifa cannot live, an animal’s status as a tereifa is 
not determined by its lifespan. It is only in cases where there 
is an uncertainty with regard to whether a type of damage 
renders the animal a tereifa that its ability to live out the year is 
taken into consideration. Rabbi Moshe Feinstein (/ggerot Moshe, 
Yoreh De'a 3:36) explains that since the categories were given 
to Moses as tradition, changes in science do not change the 
determination of the halakha in this regard. According to the 
Rashba (Responsa of the Rashba 1:98) and the Rivash (447), the 
Sages could not have been wrong, and if according to science 
animals that are tereifot can survive, science must be mistaken. 

Some later commentaries suggest that at the time of the 


Sages, animals classified as tereifot could not in fact survive for 
more than a limited time. Although this reality may later have 
changed, the halakha generally takes into account the reality 
during the years 2000-4000 of the Jewish calendar, counted 
from Creation. This period is referred to as the era of Torah 
(see Avoda Zara ga), and the creation and determination of the 
halakhic principles occurred exclusively at that time. Even if the 
reality changes afterwards, the halakha nevertheless does not 
change (Hazon Ish, Yoreh De'a 5:3). 

Some suggest that cases where a tereifa survives must be 
rare, and as exceptions to the rule such cases can be disre- 
garded (Meiri; Yam shel Shlomo 80). 


And according to the one who says that a tereifa can live - 
TPN ADD NYT erat This is the opinion expressed later in the 
chapter (57b) that some tereifot can survive two or three years 
(Rashi). Early commentaries question how the Sages could have 
disagreed on an issue that could be tested empirically. The 
Ramban suggests that although empirical tests showed that 
no animal in such a condition survived for more than twelve 
months, some of the Sages held that this did not constitute 
conclusive proof to contradict received traditions, and that in 
theory, under some conditions, such an animal could survive. 
According to Tosafot and the Rashba, even according to those 
who hold that a tereifa can live, the condition of such an animal 
will deteriorate. Those Sages disagree as to the feasibility of 
predicting an upper limit on its lifespan. 
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The Gemara asks: And according to the other opinion, that a tereifa 

cannot live, what does he do with this word “these”? The Gemara 

responds: He requires it for that which the school of Rabbi Yish- 
mael taught. As the school of Rabbi Yishmael taught that the 

verse: “These are the living things which you may eat,’ teaches 

that the Holy One, Blessed be He, seized one of each and every 

species of animal and showed it to Moses, and said to him: These 

you may eat, and these you may not eat. 


The Gemara objects: But the other opinion also requires the word 

“these” for that which the school of Rabbi Yishmael taught. The 
Gemara replies: Yes, it is indeed so. Rather, from where does he 
derive the principle that a tereifa can live? He derives it from the 
other baraita that the school of Rabbi Yishmael taught. As the 
school of Rabbi Yishmael taught: The verse states: “To make a 
difference ... between the living thing that may be eaten and the 
living thing that may not be eaten” (Leviticus 11:47). These living 
things that may not be eaten are the eighteen tereifot that were 
stated to Moses at Sinai and enumerated in the mishna. The verse, 
then, makes reference to a tereifa as a living thing. 


The Gemara questions the baraita: And are there no more cases of 
tereifot? But aren’t there more cases cited in the Mishna and other 
baraitot, for which a mnemonic is given: Beit, samekh, gimmel, 
reish; and aren't there seven additional halakhot, i.e., cases of 
tereifot, taught by amora’im? 


Granted, with regard to the tanna of our mishna, one can say that 
the cases of tereifot that he taught explicitly in the mishna, he taught, 
and that any case that he omitted comes under the general state- 
ment beginning: This is the principle. But with regard to the tanna 
of the school of Rabbi Yishmael, who said: Eighteen tereifot, one 
must ask: And are there no more cases of tereifot? But aren’t there 
the four cases represented by the mnemonic beit, samekh, gimmel, 
reish, the first of which is taught in a mishna (76a): An animal 
whose hind legs were severed" from the leg joint and above is a 
tereifa? The Gemara responds: The tanna of the school of Rabbi 
Yishmael holds in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Shimon 
ben Elazar, who says: The severed leg can be cauterized and the 
animal will live.” Therefore, such a wound does not render the 
animal a tereifa. 


The Gemara objects: But even if one holds that the severed leg can 
be cauterized and the animal will live, this does not mean that the 
animal is not a tereifa. According to whom is the question: But 
aren't there the cases of beit, samekh, gimmel, reish, stated? It is stated 
according to the tanna of the school of Rabbi Yishmael, who 
holds that there are only eighteen tereifot. But the tanna of the 
school of Rabbi Yishmael maintains that a tereifa can live. If so, 
the fact that the animal can live if the stump of its severed limb is 
cauterized is immaterial to whether it is a tereifa. Rather, say that 
the tanna holds in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Shimon 
ben Elazar insofar as he says that an animal with a severed leg is 
kosher. Yet, he disagrees with the claim that the reason is because 
the animal can survive. 
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BACKGROUND 


Beit, samekh, gimmel, reish — "x02: Because the 
Talmud was studied orally for many generations, 
mnemonic devices were sometimes necessary 
to remember a series of statements in the order 
in which they were taught. The Gemara uses a 
mnemonic to commit a list of cases to memory. 


HALAKHA 


An animal whose hind legs were severed — 
ron amw MaMa: If the hind leg of an animal 
was severed above the leg joint, the animal is a 
tereifa. If it was severed below the leg joint, the 
animal is kosher. The reference to the leg joint 
here refers to the upper joint, or stifle, that joins 
the femur and the tibia. Some hold that it refers 
to the lower joint, or hock, which joins the tibia 
and the tarsal bone, and the custom of Ashke- 
nazic communities is to rule stringently. Sephardic 
authorities rule leniently in cases of uncertainty or 
potential monetary loss (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, 
Hilkhot Shehita 8:11; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 55:1 
and Kaf HaHayyim there). 


BACKGROUND 

It can be cauterized and the animal will live — 
non mip NT mbt»: The use of a hot knife for 
amputations has been a common practice for 
millennia. The burning of the blood vessels seals 
them shut and stems the bleeding, and the heat 
disinfects the blade and the wound. In fact, a 
similar, albeit more sophisticated, method is also 
employed today. 
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The Gemara objects: But isn’t there the case of a deficiency in 
the spine? As we learned in a mishna (Oholot 2:3): How much is 
considered a deficiency in the spine of a corpse so that it will not 
be considered a full corpse to impart impurity in a tent? Beit Sham- 
mai say: Two missing vertebrae, and Beit Hillel say: One 
vertebra." And Rav Yehuda says that Shmuel says: Just as Beit 
Shammai and Beit Hillel disagree with regard to ritual impurity, so 
too they disagree with regard to a tereifa," i.e., according to Beit 
Hillel an animal missing only one vertebra is a tereifa. This is not 
included in the count of Rabbi Yishmael. 


The Gemara responds: The omasum or the reticulum that were 
perforated on their outer walls, which you count as two separate 
cases, should be counted as one case. Accordingly, one case has 
been removed from the count of eighteen tereifot and one case has 
been inserted, i.e., the case of a deficiency in the spine, and there 
are still only eighteen cases. 


The Gemara asks: But isn’t there the case of the tereifa mentioned 
in the mishna on 54a of an animal whose hide was removed?" The 
Gemara responds: The tanna of the school of Rabbi Yishmael holds 
in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Meir, who deems such 
an animal kosher. 


The Gemara asks: But isn’t there also the case of an animal that is 
a tereifa because of a shriveled" lung? The Gemara responds: The 
mishna states that a perforated gallbladder renders the animal a 
tereifa; but who teaches this? Rabbi Yosei, son of Rabbi Yehuda, 
teaches this. Therefore, the tanna removed the gallbladder from 
the list, since it is only the opinion of an individual, and inserted a 
shriveled lung. 


The Gemara asks: But aren’t there the seven additional halakhot, 
i.e., cases of tereifot, taught by amora’im? The Gemara enumerates 
the seven halakhot: As Rav Mattana says: This head of the femur" 
that was completely dislocated renders the animal a tereifa. And 
Rakhish bar Pappa says in the name of Rav: If the animal was 
diseased even in one kidney," it is a tereifa. And we learned in a 
mishna (54a) that if the spleen was removed" the animal is kosher, 
and with regard to this mishna, Rav Avira says in the name of Rava: 
They taught this only when the spleen was removed; but if it was 
perforated, the animal is a tereifa. 


HALAKHA 


One vertebra - nnx wan: A complete spine of a corpse transmits 
ritual impurity to that which touches it, carries it, or is under the 
same roof, just as a full corpse does. If it is missing even one vertebra, 
it is considered a mere bone, which, if its volume is less than a 
quarter-kav, transmits ritual impurity only through contact or car- 
rying, but not to that which is under the same roof, in accordance 
with the opinion of Beit Hillel (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Tumat 
Met 2:8). 


So too with regard to a tereifa - mat) 121: If one vertebra is discon- 
nected from an animal's spine, it is a ee in accordance with the 
opinion of Shmuel (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Shehita 10:2; 
Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 54:4). 


Whose hide was removed - aba: An animal whose hide was 
either removed or shed due to illness is a tereifa, in accordance with 
the opinion of the Rabbis (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Shehita 
9:7; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 59:1). 


Shriveled — smn: If an animal's lung shriveled due to shock caused 
by an act of God, such as thunder, lightning, or wild animals, it is 
kosher, in accordance with opinion of the Rabbis on 55b. If the 
trauma resulted from a human action, e.g. if the animal witnessed 
another animal being slaughtered, it is a tereifa (Rambam Sefer 
Kedusha, Hilkhot Shehita 8:9; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 36:14). 


Head of the femur — XAYNI xpa x: If the head of the femur of 
an animal was dislocated from the acetabulum of the pelvis and the 
sinews connecting them, the animal is a tereifa. If the sinews remain 
attached, the animal is kosher, in accordance with the opinion of Rav 
Mattana on 54a and the Gemara's explanation there (Rambam Sefer 
Kedusha, Hilkhot Shehita 10:3, and see Ra’avad there; Shulhan Arukh, 
Yoreh Dea 55:2, and in the comment of Rema). 


Was diseased even in one kidney - nx whoa ning): lf even one 
of the kidneys undergoes necrosis, such that its flesh decomposes 
and reeks and disintegrates upon touch, and the affliction reaches 
the white renal pelvis inside the kidney, the animal is a tereifa, in 
accordance with the opinion of Rakhish bar Pappa stated later (55a) 
and the Gemara’s explanation there (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot 
Shehita 8:26; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 44:2). 


If the spleen was removed -binen bon: If the spleen was removed, 
the animal is kosher. If it was perforated at its thin end, the animal 
is kosher. If it was perforated at its thick end, the animal is a tereifa. 
If the perforation was incomplete, and the flesh remaining in the 
indentation was the thickness of a dinar, the animal is kosher, in 
accordance with the mishna on 54a and the opinion of Rav Avira 
(Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Shehita 6:19; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh 
Dea 43:2). 
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The Gemara continues: And Rabba bar bar Hana’ says that 
Shmuel says: If the two organs that must be severed in ritual 
slaughter [simanim], i.e., the windpipe and the gullet, were mostly 
detached, the animal is a tereifa. And Rabba bar Rav Sheila says 
that Rav Mattana says that Shmuel says: Ifa rib was torn out from 
its root," along with half of the attached vertebra, the animal is a 
tereifa; and a skull that was mostly crushed," even if the mem- 
branes are intact, renders the animal a tereifa; and if a majority of 
the flesh that envelops the majority of the rumen" was torn, the 
animal is a tereifa. 


The Gemara responds: There are eight cases of perforated organs" 
mentioned in the mishna that render an animal a tereifa. The tanna 
of the school of Rabbi Yishmael counts them all as one case. 
Accordingly, he removed seven cases from the count of eighteen 
and inserted these seven halakhot. 


The Gemara challenges: If so, since there are also two cases of cut 
organs in the mishna, the spinal cord and the windpipe, let the 
tanna count themas one. The count of tereifot then falls one short 
of eighteen. And furthermore, if all the cases of perforated organs 
are counted as one, then one cannot insert the case taught by Rav 
Avira in the name of Rava, i.e., that of a perforated spleen, since it 
is also a case of a perforated organ. If so, the count falls two short 
of eighteen. 


NOTES 


Simanim that were mostly detached - jana buw DD: 
Some understand this to mean that the simanim are discon- 
nected from the neck around the area of the throat (Rashi). Others 
explain that the simanim are disconnected from each other along 
their length (Rabbeinu Hananel). 


Skull that was mostly crushed - maya mpanaw nyia: The 
early commentaries offer various explanations as to the exact 
nature of this injury. Rashi understands that the skull received 
blows over most of its surface. According to the Rambam, most 
of the skull is fractured. Other early commentaries offer variations 
on this theme, but common to all of them is that there is no large 
hole in the skull (see Ramban) or in the membranes surrounding 
the brain, as such cases would constitute injuries that in their own 
right render the animal a tereifa. 


Majority of the flesh that envelops the majority of the rumen — 
jana DIDT AH NX ADIN Wa: The rumen is the first and largest 


Simanim that were mostly detached - jaa baba Dd: 
If the gullet and the windpipe were detached from one another 
along the majority of their length, the animal is a tereifa, in accor- 
dance with the Gemara on 44a and the opinion of Rabba bar 
bar Hana (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Shehita 9:21; Shulhan 
Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 24:16). 


If a rib was torn out from its root - Fy yoy Mypya: If a large 
rib was torn out from its root along with half of the vertebra, the 
animal is a tereifa, in accordance with the opinion of Shmuel. 
Later commentaries hold that this rule applies even to the smaller 
ribs, which have no marrow (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot 
Shehita 10:2; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 54:2-3, and Shakh and 
Taz there). 


HALAKHA 


of the four chambers of the ruminant stomach. It fills virtually the 
entire left side of the abdomen. Its front is protected by the ribs, 
but most of it is encased by the musculature of the abdominal 
wall. If most of that muscle is torn, the animal is a tereifa accord- 
ing to Shmuel. Rashi notes that according to one opinion later 
in the chapter (50b), this flesh is identical to the external rumen 
mentioned in the mishna. Since Shmuel seems to consider this 
a separate halakha, one must conclude that he disagrees with 
that opinion. 


There are eight cases of perforated organs - 17 NYAN "173: 
Since the perforation of the reticulum and that of the omasum 
are already considered one case, and the case of a perforated 
gallbladder has been excluded because it is the opinion of an 
individual and not that of the majority (see Maharsha), eight 
cases of perforated organs remain: The windpipe, membrane 
of the brain, heart, lungs, abomasum, intestines, internal rumen, 
and reticulum-omasum. 


Skull that was mostly crushed — mama MDanw nhia: If the 
majority of the skull was crushed, measured either by height or 
circumference, the animal is a tereifa even if the membranes 
surrounding the brain are intact, in accordance with the opinion 
of Shmuel (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Shehita 10:9; Shulhan 
Arukh, Yoreh De'a 30:1). 


Flesh that envelops the majority of the rumen - 73in7 Wa 
D7 Ai NN: If the flesh enveloping the rumen, i.e, the muscles 
of the abdominal wall that will expose the rumen when ripped, 
is torn through most of its width, the animal is a tereifa, in accor- 
dance with the opinion of Shmuel (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hil- 
khot Shehita 9:5; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 48:3). 


PERSONALITIES 


Rabba bar bar Hana - my 3232 73%: Rabba bar bar Hana 
was a third-generation amora in Babylonia. Some believe 
him to be the son of Rabba bar Hana of Rav's generation. 
At some point, he moved to Eretz Yisrael and studied 
under Rabbi Yohanan and other Sages there. After a time 
he returned to Babylonia, bringing with him much of the 
Torah he had learned in Eretz Yisrael. Consequently, the 
Gemara records him as being in dialogue with Babylo- 
nian amora’im such as Rav Yehuda and Rav Hisda and 
transmitting statements to Rav Yosef and Rav Nahman. 

Rabba bar bar Hana is known for recounting aston- 
ishing stories involving descriptions of Eretz Yisrael, 
memories from his travels, and visions (see Bava Batra 
73a). Rabba bar bar Hana had several sons, among them 
Rav Yitzhak, who was also a great Torah scholar. 
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HALAKHA 

Eight types of tereifot — niasw Ya naw: These eight 
categories of tereifot are a halakha transmitted to 
Moses from Sinai: An animal whose organ was per- 
forated, missing a piece, removed, or severed, or an 
animal that fell or was clawed, torn, or broken (Ram- 
bam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Shehita 5:2; Shulhan Arukh, 
Yoreh De'a 29:1). 


NOTES 


Eight types of tereifot were stated to Moses at 
Sinai — »pa mwind i maya niaw Ya Maw: These 
eight categories include all the cases mentioned in the 
annaitic literature, as well as the seven halakhot and 
other tereifot mentioned by the amora’‘im, excluding 
he case given by Rakhish bar Pappa. Both Rashi and 
he Rambam give comprehensive lists of these cases. 

According to Josafot, Ulla disagrees with the coun 
of eighteen tereifot mentioned earlier, in favor of the 
principle mentioned in the mishna that any anima 
hat cannot survive due to its injuries is a tereifa. Any 
case that meets this test, including those mentioned 
in the mishna, is counted in one of these eight cat- 
egories as having been taught explicitly to Moses a 
Sinai. Others reason that even the cases mentioned 
in the mishna were not explicitly given to Moses a 
Sinai. Rather, only the principle was taught there, and 
the Sages later deduced that the cases in the mishna 
and elsewhere were included based on their own 
reasoning. The cases in the mishna may therefore be 
subject to dispute between the Sages, unlike halakhot 
transmitted to Moses from Sinai, which are universally 
accepted (Kereti UFleti on Yoreh De‘a 29:1). 


Removed or missing a piece - nyom myw): Rashi 
interprets the word: Removed, as denoting an animal 
missing an entire organ, while: Missing, means that the 
animal still possesses part of the organ. By contrast, the 
Rambam interprets the first term as denoting an ani- 
mal whose organ was removed in its entirety, while the 
second refers to an animal born without the organ. 


To the exclusion of a diseased organ, which Rakhish 
bar Pappa mentioned - %33 32 W311 Mp prod: 
According to Rashi, Ulla disagrees with Rakhish bar 
Pappa and holds that such an animal is not a tereifa. 
By contrast, the Rambam holds that Ulla concedes that 
such a case is a tereifa, but does not agree that this is a 
halakha transmitted to Moses at Sinai. 


BACKGROUND 
Stated to Moses at Sinai - Ypa mwind b ay: This 
phrase refers to halakhot with no biblical basis, but 
which, according to tradition, were transmitted by God 
to Moses orally together with the Written Torah. These 
have the status of Torah law. 
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The Gemara responds: Rather, if one counts this way, one must say 
that these two cases that you removed, i.e., an animal whose hind 
legs were severed and one whose hide was removed, do not remove. 
The count will then remain eighteen. 


§ Ulla says: Eight types of tereifot" were stated to Moses at Sinai,’ 
and all the cases mentioned in the Mishna and elsewhere fall into 
these categories: An animal whose organ was perforated or severed, 
removed or missing a piece," one that was torn or clawed by wild 
animals, or that fell or was broken. The Gemara notes: This list is 
compiled to the exclusion of a diseased organ, which Rakhish bar 
Pappa mentioned" with regard to a kidney. Ulla does not deem this 
a tereifa. 


Hiyya bar Rava says: There are eight fereifot in the category of a 
perforated organ: A perforated gullet, brain membrane, heart, lung, 
abomasum, intestine, inner rumen, and reticulum or omasum that 
was perforated to the outside. If you say that there are nine, because 
a perforated gallbladder is also mentioned in the mishna, one can 
say that with regard to the gallbladder, only Rabbi Yosei, son of 
Rabbi Yehuda, teaches it, and it is the opinion of an individual. As 
it is taught in a baraita: If the abomasum was perforated, or the 
intestines were perforated, it is a tereifa. Rabbi Yosei, son of Rabbi 
Yehuda, says: Even if the gallbladder was perforated it is a tereifa. 


§ The Gemara provides a mnemonic for the following statements 
of Rabbi Yitzhak, son of Rabbi Yosef:? Halakhot, friend, olive-bulk, 
gallbladder, and gizzard. 


Rabbi Yitzhak, son of Rabbi Yosef, says that Rabbi Yohanan dis- 
agrees with the statement of Hiyya bar Rava and says: The halakha 
is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yosei, son of Rabbi 
Yehuda, that a perforated gallbladder renders the animal a tereifa. 


And Rabbi Yitzhak, son of Rabbi Yosef, says that Rabbi Yohanan 
says: What did the friends of Rabbi Yosei, son of Rabbi Yehuda, 
respond to him? They responded that Job said: “He pours out my 
gall upon the ground” (Job 16:13), and yet Job was still alive. Evi- 
dently, one with a perforated gallbladder can live. Rabbi Yosei said 
to them: Job was kept alive bya miracle, and one does not mention 
miraculous acts as proof for a general ruling. As, if you do not say 
so, then the other phrase in the verse: “He cleaves my kidneys 
asunder, and does not spare,’ is problematic. Does one with cleaved 
kidneys live? Rather, a miracle is different, as it is written that God 
said to Satan with regard to Job: “Only spare his life” (Job 2:6). 
Under natural circumstances, Job should have died from his injuries, 
but in this case he was kept alive by a miracle. Here too, with regard 
to the gallbladder, one must say that a miracle is different, and one 
cannot bring proof from it. 


PERSONALITIES 


Rabbi Yitzhak son of Rabbi Yosef — 41» "ata pny? 27: Rabbi 
Yitzhak, son of Rabbi Yosef, was a third-generation amora in Baby- 
lonia. He was one of the Sages who traveled to Eretz Yisrael to 
study and brought the wisdom he learned back to Babylonia. He 
taught many statements of Rabbi Yohanan and studied under 
Rabbi Abbahu. The Gemara recounts episodes of Rabbi Yitzhak, 


learn the halakhot of tereifot, and spending time in the house of 
Abaye, who relied upon his attestations less than he relied upon 
those of other Sages arriving from Eretz Yisrael. Unlike those of 
many such Sages, no statements of Rabbi Yitzhak, son of Rabbi 
Yosef, are found in the Jerusalem Talmud, and very few original 
statements of his are found even in the Babylonian Talmud. 


son of Rabbi Yosef, following Rabbi Yirmeya to the marketplace to 
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And Rabbi Yitzhak, son of Rabbi Yosef, says that Rabbi Yohanan 
says: The halakha is in accordance with the statement of the 
one who says that if the liver of an animal was removed but one 
olive-bulk' of it remains, it is kosher. 


The Gemara asks: And does Rabbi Yohanan really say this? But 
doesn’t Rabba bar bar Hana say that Rabbi Yohanan says: The 
halakha is always in accordance with an unattributed mishna; and 
we learned in the mishna: If the liver was removed and nothing 
remained of it, the animal is a tereifa? One can infer that if any of it 
remained, the animal is kosher even if what remains does not 
constitute an olive-bulk. The Gemara responds: They are amora’im, 
and they disagree with regard to the opinion of Rabbi Yohanan as 
to whether he holds that the halakha is always in accordance with 
an unattributed mishna. 


The Gemara brings another statement that Rabbi Yitzhak, son of 
Rabbi Yosef, says that Rabbi Yohanan says: If the gallbladder was 
perforated in a place where it was adjacent to the liver, and the liver 
seals the hole," the animal is kosher, even though a perforated 
gallbladder normally renders the animal a tereifa according to Rabbi 
Yohanan. 


And Rabbi Yitzhak, son of Rabbi Yosef, says that Rabbi Yohanan 
says: Even though the mishna on 56a teaches that if a bird’s gizzard 
was perforated it is a tereifa, if the gizzard’ was perforated but its 
inner lining is intact," the bird is kosher. 


A dilemma was raised before the Sages: If the inner lining of the 
gizzard was perforated, but the flesh of the gizzard is intact, what 
is the halakha? The Gemara suggests: Come and hear a proof from 
that which Rav Nahman said with regard to a perforated gullet: 
If both its outer and inner lining were perforated, the animal is a 
tereifa, but if this lining was perforated without that" lining being 
perforated, it is kosher. Similarly, Rava says: The gullet has two 
linings," the outer red, and the inner white. If this lining was 
perforated without that lining being perforated, the animal is 
kosher. The Gemara asks: Why do I need for Rava to state that the 
outer one is red and the inner one is white? Isn't this self-evident? 
The Gemara responds: This teaches that if the two were switched, 
i.e, the outer lining turned white and the inner red, the animal is 
a tereifa.Nt 


HALAKHA 


The halakha is in accordance with the statement of the one 
who says one olive-bulk — m3 VWikT 11272 mba: If the entire 
liver is removed, the animal is a tereifa. If two olive-bulks remain of 
the liver, one where it is attached to the gallbladder and one at its 
source where it receives its nourishment, the animal is kosher, in 
accordance with the Gemara on 46a and the statement of Rabbi 
Yitzhak, son of Rabbi Yosef (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Shehita 
8:21; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 41:1). 


If the gallbladder was perforated and the liver seals the hole - 
ANAND 123) 72W TN: If the gallbladder was perforated, the 

animal is a tereifa. However, if it was perforated adjacent to 

the liver such that the liver seals the perforation, it is kosher, in 

accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yitzhak, son of Rabbi Yosef. 
According to the Gemara on 48a, if the liver was also perforated in 

the same location, exposing the hole, the animal remains a tereifa 

(Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Shehita 6:6; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh 

De'a 42:1 and Shakh there). 


If this lining was perforated without that — mt xha m ap: The 
gizzard of a bird has two layers, a red muscular outer layer and 
a pale inner layer. If only one of them was perforated, or if they 
both were perforated but in different locations, the bird is kosher. 
If both were perforated adjacent to one another, the bird is a 


tereifa no matter how small the perforations, in accordance with 
the opinion of Rabbi Yitzhak, son of Rabbi Yosef, Rav Nahman, and 
Rav Ashi (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Shehita 6:18; Shulhan 
Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 49:1). 


The gullet has two linings - ped b w niniy W: The gullet 
has two layers, an outer red one and an inner white one. If only 
one of them was perforated, the animal is kosher. If both were 
perforated, the animal is a tereifa, even if the two perforations do 
not align, in accordance with the opinion of Rav Ashi. This is the 
halakha as long as both are on the same side of the gullet. If they 
are on opposite sides, the animal is kosher, as they will never align 
(Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Shehita 3:20; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh 
De'a 33:4 and Beit Yosef, citing Ritva). 


That if the two were switched, the animal is a tereifa — yhy INT 
TDW: If the colors of the two layers of the gullet were reversed, 
such that the outer layer was white and the inner red, the animal 
is a tereifa. If both were red, or both white, the animal is also 
considered a tereifa, in accordance with the Gemara's interpreta- 
tion of Rava’s statement. Later commentaries deem the animal 
kosher if both membranes are white (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, 
Hilkhot Shehita 7:21; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De'a 33:5 and Taz and 
Peri Hadash there). 


BACKGROUND 

Gallbladder was perforated and the liver seals the 
hole - apania 13372 my: The gallbladder, vesica 
fellea, is a greenish sac attached to the liver that stores 
bile salts produced by the liver and secretes them into 
the duodenum to aid in the digestion of fats. In animals, 
the gallbladder is located adjacent to the middle of the 
liver and jutting downward, and a perforation in it could 
easily be sealed by pressure from the adjacent liver. 


Liei 


Chicken liver viewed from the front, with gallbladder attached 


Gizzard - jap "NP: Birds have no teeth, and the task of 
grinding food is undertaken by the gizzard, or ventricu- 
lus. The gizzard is made of thick muscle and a rough 
inner layer. Some birds swallow stones that aid the 
process of grinding in the gizzard. 


Gullet has two linings - pum b w miniy aw: The 
inner membrane is known as the tunica mucosa, and 
the outer one is known as tunica muscularis. 


NOTES 


The gizzard was perforated but its inner lining is 
intact - op Sw w3) ap ppn ap): The gizzard is a 
part of the avian digestive system and functions as 
a muscular stomach, to which food arrives from the 
proventriculus, or true stomach, to be ground before 
passing to the intestines. The gizzard has a thick lining 
that protects the muscular layer from the acids coming 
from the proventriculus. The Gemara here teaches that 
a perforation of the gizzard renders the bird a tereifa 
only if it runs through both the muscle and this lining. 


This teaches that if the two were switched the animal 
is a tereifa - 79W avon gT: Rashi explains that this 
condition falls under the category of a perforated gullet, 
since dislocation is even more serious than perforation. 
t seems that Rashi understands this phrase to mean 
hat the inner and outer layers of the gullet have been 
physically reversed in their locations, rather than simply 
having changed color. Other commentaries understand 
his phrase to mean simply that the color of the lin- 
ings have changed due to some condition. This in itself 
renders the animal a tereifa, either because a diseased 
ining is ineffective and is therefore considered to have 
been removed (Rambam), or because a diseased lining 
will inevitably be perforated (Rashba). Another explana- 
ion also attributed to Rashi by other commentaries is 
as follows: The animal is a tereifa only if the inner lining 
urns red, since this may be the result of poisoning, 
even if the outer lining has not changed. The color of 
he outer lining is not relevant (manuscript version of 
Rashi’s commentary; Dikdukei Soferim; see also Or Zarua, 
Rosh, and Ran). 
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LANGUAGE 
Align [mihandezin] — 373: From the Middle Persian 
verbal stem handaz-, meaning to allot, and the noun 
handazag, meaning measurement. Here the word 
means alignment. It has spread to different Aramaic 
dialects, as well as Arabic, from which it entered Hebrew 
as the root heh, nun, dalet, samekh, meaning engineer. 


HALAKHA 
A membrane that appeared — roy op: If the gullet 
or a similar organ was perforated and then sealed by a 
scab, the animal remains a tereifa, in accordance with the 
opinion of Rava (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Shehita 
3:21; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De'a 33:4). 


Perek III 
Daf 43 Amud b 
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A dilemma was raised before the Sages: If both linings were per- 
forated, but not adjacent to one another, what is the halakha? Mar 
Zutra says in the name of Rav Pappa: If this occurred in the gullet, 
the animal is kosher; but if it occurred in the gizzard, it is unfit" 
for consumption. Rav Ashi objects to this: On the contrary, the 
gullet, with which the animal eats and calls," is spacious and 
flexible, and the animal constricts it and stretches it. Since the 
two linings are not connected to each other, there are times in 
the course of their movement that the two holes align [demihan- 
dezin]: with one another, creating a fully aligned perforation. But 
the gizzard, which is always at rest in place, stands as it always 
stands. Accordingly, two such perforations will never align. Rav 
Aha, son of Rav Yosef, said to Rav Ashi: So we say in the name 
of Mar Zutra, that he in fact said in the name of Rav Pappa in 
accordance with your objection. 


§ And Rabba says: A membrane that appeared" due to a wound 
in the gullet, i.e., a scab that covered a perforation, is not consid- 
ered a membrane’ that prevents the animal from being rendered a 
tereifa. And Rabba says: The gullet cannot be inspected from 
outside to determine whether the animal is a tereifa, since the outer 
lining itself is red, and therefore reddening due to injury cannot be 
discerned in it. Rather, it must be inspected from inside, where the 
lining is white. The Gemara asks: What difference is there as a 
result of this statement, i.e., in what case must the gullet be checked 
from the inside? 


NOTES 


In the gullet the animal is kosher, but in the gizzard it is 
unfit - bie {apTpa Wwe wna: According to Rashi, Rav Pappa 
is concerned that food will escape into the body cavity through 
the perforated gizzard, since it is churned there over time and 
under pressure. Since food passes quickly through the gullet, it 
is less likely to leak. 


The gullet, with which the animal eats and calls, etc. - pwn 
131 WA MVD) FPA mbox: The gullet is a long, flexible tube com- 
prising two muscular layers loosely attached to one another by 
connective tissue. As food enters it from the throat, the gul- 
let expands and contracts, pushing the food down toward the 
stomach. Since the two layers are only loosely connected, they 
may shift in relation to one another, allowing for the possibility 


that the two holes will align. The commentaries discuss whether 
this concern exists only if the perforations are near each other. 


A membrane that appeared due to a wound in the gullet is 
not considered a membrane - inxs pwya Tan NN TYV op 
anp: This halakha applies even if the scab was thick (Rashi). Some 
commentaries hold that this halakha applies only to the gullet, 
which is in constant movement such that the scab might easily 
be broken (Ra'avan; Sefer HaPardes). By contrast, the Ra'ah extends 
the halakha even to a scab on the lung, in accordance with the 
ruling of the Gemara later on (47b). Rashi and the majority of early 
commentaries offer a third interpretation that as a rule, a scab is 
considered ineffectual as a seal on a perforation, no matter the 
organ, and the animal will always remain a tereifa. 


IDNA p297 The Gemara responds: The halakha is necessary for a case in which 


it was uncertain whether an animal was clawed by a predator. If the 
animal was in fact clawed, the gullet would have become red. Since 
the outer lining is always red, the gullet must be checked on the 
inside to ascertain whether it is still white. 
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The Gemara recounts the case of a certain animal concerning which 
it was uncertain whether it was clawed by a predator, which came 
before Rabba. Rabba was checking its gullet from the outside. 
Abaye said to him: But isn’t it you, Master, who says: The gullet may 
be inspected only from the inside?" Rabba turned over the gullet 
and checked it from the inside, and found on it two drops of blood, 
and deemed it a tereifa due to clawing. The Gemara notes: And 
Rabba as well desired only to sharpen Abaye® by inducing him to 
ask. He did not forget his own statement. 


Ulla says: If a thorn sat in the animal's gullet" but did not perforate 
the outer lining, one need not be concerned that perhaps it perfo- 
rated the outer lining beforehand and the perforation healed and a 
scab formed over it, in which case the animal would be a tereifa, as 
stated above. Rather, one assumes that the thorn never perforated the 
outer lining and the animal is kosher. 


The Gemara provides a mnemonic for the following questions with 
regard to Ulla’s statement: Clawed, pieces, with a knife, ritually 
impure. 


The Gemara asks: But according to Ulla, given that this is a case of 
uncertainty, in what way is it different from a case of uncertainty as 
to whether an animal was clawed," where the animal must be checked 
and cannot be presumed kosher? The Gemara responds: Ulla holds 
that one need not be concerned with regard to an uncertainty as to 
whether the animal was clawed. 


The Gemara asks: And in what way is this case different from a case 
where there were two pieces" of fat before a person, one of forbidden 
fat and one of permitted fat, and the person ate one piece but does 
not know which one, where the halakha is that one must bring a 
provisional guilt offering due to the possibility that he consumed 
forbidden fat? Evidently, one may not presume that an item is permit- 
ted in a case of uncertainty. The Gemara responds: There, one finds 
a presumption of prohibition, since one of the pieces is certainly 
prohibited. Here, with regard to the thorn, there is no presumption 
of prohibition. 


HALAKHA 


The gullet may be inspected only from the inside - b Px DUN 
Daan xbx mp": If there is reason to be concerned that an anima 
has been clawed by a predator, its gullet cannot be checked from 
the outside, as its outer layer is red and signs of injury cannot be 
discerned on it, in accordance with the statement of Rabba. After 
slaughter, one must be concerned that the perforation occurred 
in the spot that the gullet was cut and will not be discernible even 
from the inside. Therefore, in the case of a bird, where the gullet and 
windpipe need not both be cut in the course of slaughter, one mus 
inspect the windpipe for damage from the outside and then cut the 
windpipe alone. Then one may invert the gullet and check it from 
the inside while it is still intact, in accordance with the Gemara earlier 
(28b). In the case of an animal, where both the windpipe and gullet 
must be cut in the course of slaughter, there is no solution that will 
render it permitted for consumption. According to the Rema, there is 
no longer a received tradition for recognizing injuries, and therefore 
even birds cannot be reliably inspected. The Arukh HaShulhan limits 
the Rema's statement specifically to a case of clawing (Rambam Sefer 
Kedusha, Hilkhot Shehita 3:22; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 33:6-7, 57:17). 


If a thorn sat in the animal's gullet - vna yip b aw»: If a thorn 
was found embedded in an animal's gullet, it is uncertain whether 
the animal is an unslaughtered carcass. The gullet wall may have 
been pierced by the thorn and then scabbed over, and a scab is 
not considered a true membrane. This halakha is not in accordance 
with the opinion of Ulla, as the Gemara rules on 53a that in a case of 
uncertainty as to whether an animal has been clawed, one may not 
presume that it is permitted. The Rema writes that some authorities 


(Ra’avan; Rosh) deem such an animal kosher, in accordance with 
the opinion of Ulla. This follows the precedent of a needle found 
embedded in the wall of the reticulum, where the Gemara on sob 
rules that the animal is kosher as long as no blood is found on the 
needle. The Rema writes that such was the custom in his community, 
provided the needle was not embedded in both walls. Nevertheless, 
the Shakh and the Arukh HaShulhan explain that the Rema himself 
disagrees with this assessment and deems the animal a tereifa in 
any case where a thorn is discovered embedded in the gullet. In fact, 
many later authorities prohibited the widespread practice of force- 
feeding geese for this reason (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Shehita 
3:21; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh Dea 33:9, and see 33:3 and Shakh there). 


Uncertainty as to whether an animal was clawed — 7177 p3p: 
An animal that may have been clawed is prohibited for consumption 
just like an animal that was definitely clawed, unless it is inspected. 
For example, if a lion entered a pen of cattle, and a claw was found 
embedded in the hide of one of them afterward, one must presume 
that it was clawed by the lion. This is in accordance with the opinion 
of Shmuel, who rules on 53a that an animal that may have been 
clawed is prohibited (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Shehita 5:11; 
Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh Dea 57:14). 


Two pieces — niznn ‘nw: If one was confronted with a piece of 
forbidden fat and a piece of permitted fat and ate one of them 
without knowing which was which, he must bring a provisional guilt 
offering, in accordance with the mishna in Karetot 17b (Rambam Sefer 
Korbanot, Hilkhot Shegagot 8:2). 
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BACKGROUND 

To sharpen Abaye - war) yan: The practice of 
a Sage acting improperly or teaching an improper 
statement in order to sharpen his students was 
used for many generations and is also attributed 
to Hillel and Rabban Yohanan ben Zakkai. The 
goal was not simply to test the students, but to 
require them to think quickly and astutely, paying 
attention to what was said and reviewing the 
material they had learned. 


235 


This file may not be reproduced or distributed in any form without express permission from the publisher 


BACKGROUND 

Ritual impurity in a private domain — Ax 
“yma mwa: Halakhically, in cases of uncertainty 
with regard to ritual impurity, there is a distinction 
between the private domain and the public domain. 
When there is uncertainty whether or not an item 
in the public domain became ritually impure, it is 
deemed ritually pure. Ifthe uncertainty relates to the 
private domain, the item is deemed ritually impure. 
There is no logical explanation for these halakhot, 
and they are based on a Torah decree derived from 
the source stated here. 


LANGUAGE 

Entrance [turbatz] - yaya: This is an uncommon 
term, sometimes rendered tarbatz, and it refers to 
the upper part of the gullet, adjacent to the throat. 
Some understand based on the Arukh that the word 
is Aramaic and means courtyard (see Bava Batra 6b), 
and so it refers to the entrance area immediately 
outside the gullet. Some add that the courtyard is 
always wider than the entrance to the house itself 
(Torat Hayyim). 


NOTES 

It is not a location fit for slaughter - nipa wb 
xT maw: As established earlier (18b-19b), slaugh- 
ter is not valid when one diverts the knife from the 
place of slaughter in the windpipe, causing it to cross 
the boundaries of the permitted area. Here, Rav and 
Shmuel disagree as to whether this principle extends 
to the gullet as well (see Rashi and Tosafot). 
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The Gemara asks: And in what way is the case of the thorn different 
from the case of one who slaughters with a knife that was previ- 
ously checked for flaws but was then found to be notched" after 
the slaughter? In that case, it is uncertain whether the notch existed 
at the time of slaughter, yet the animal is prohibited. The Gemara 
responds: There, a deficiency was born in the knife. Accordingly, 
one must be concerned that it was notched beforehand as well. By 
contrast, the wall of the gullet is currently intact, and one may 
therefore presume that it was intact beforehand as well. 


The Gemara asks: And in what way is this case different from an 
uncertainty with regard to ritual impurity" in a private domain,® 
whose uncertainty is presumed impure? The Gemara responds: 
But according to your reasoning, let us compare it instead to 
uncertainty with regard to impurity in a public domain, whose 
uncertainty is presumed pure. Rather, there, with regard to the 
presumption of impurity in a private domain and purity in a public 
domain, the Sages learned this halakha through tradition from 
the halakha of a woman suspected by her husband of having been 
unfaithful [sota]. Therefore, one cannot extend it to other cases. 


The Gemara relates that one of the Sages was sitting before Rav 
Kahana, and he was sitting and saying: It was stated that one need 
not be concerned that the thorn perforated the linings of the gullet 
only if it was found" loose inside the gullet. But if it sat embedded 
in the gullet wall, we must be concerned that the outer lining was 
perforated and later healed, rendering the animal a tereifa. Rav 
Kahana said to the other Sages: Do not listen to him. Rather, it 
was stated that one need not be concerned about a possible perfo- 
ration if the thorn sat embedded in the gullet wall. But in a case 
where it was simply found there loose, it was not necessary for 
Ulla to say that the animal is kosher, since all animals that live 
outside eat thorns, and it is reasonable to expect to find them in 
the gullet without presuming injury. 


§ The mishna teaches that if the gullet was perforated, the animal 
is a tereifa. It was stated: In a case where the entrance [turbatz]! 
of the gullet from the pharynx was perforated, Rav says: The ani- 
malis a tereifa if any part" of the gullet was perforated. And Shmuel 
says: It is a tereifa only if its majority was perforated. Rav says: If 
any part was perforated, because he holds that the entrance of the 
gullet is a location fit for slaughter and is therefore considered part 
of the gullet. And Shmuel says: If its majority was perforated, 
because he holds that it is not a location fit for slaughter" and is 
not considered part of the gullet. 


HALAKHA 
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One who slaughters with a knife but was found to be notched — 
TN NKYA Da vmiw: If one slaughtered an animal and after- 
ward found a notch in the knife, even if the knife was checked 
beforehand, one must presume that the knife was damaged by 
the animal's hide and was notched at the moment of slaughter, 
in accordance with the Gemara on 10b. Therefore, it is uncertain 
whether the animal is an unslaughtered carcass (Shulhan Arukh, 
Yoreh De'a 18:1). 


Uncertainty with regard to ritual impurity — MxM pad: If there 
was a source of ritual impurity in a public domain, and one is uncer- 
tain as to whether he touched it, he is presumed to be pure. If it was 
in a private domain, and one is uncertain as to whether he touched 
it, he is presumed to be impure (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Shear 
Avot HaTumot 15:8, 16:1). 


Was found — mixx: If a thorn was found in the gullet but was not 
embedded in the flesh, the animal is kosher, since most animals that 
live in the wilderness eat thorns, in accordance with the opinion of 


Rav Kahana. Authorities disagree as to whether this applies even 
if blood was found on the outside of the gullet (Rambam Sefer 
Kedusha, Hilkhot Shehita 3:21; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De'a 33:9, and 
see Taz and Shakh there). 


The entrance of the gullet...any part - 11waa...owi yawn: If 
the entrance of the gullet was perforated through with a hole of 
any size, the Rambam holds that the animal is a tereifa. According 
to Shulhan Arukh, it is an unslaughtered carcass, similar to the status 
of a perforated gullet, in accordance with the opinion of Rav here 
(Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Shehita 6:2; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh 
Dea 33:3). 


It is not a location fit for slaughter - x17 nwnw Dipa wh: If one 
slaughtered an animal at the entrance of the gullet, the slaughter 
is invalid, in accordance with the conclusion of the Gemara on 
44a that this is the opinion of Rav as well (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, 
Hilkhot Shehita 1:5; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh Dea 20:2). 
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The Gemara clarifies: Which area is the entrance of the gullet?’ 
Mari bar Mar Ukva said that Shmuel said: All of the area that 
widens outward when cut along its width, this is the entrance of 
the gullet; all the area that remains in place when cut, this is the 
gullet itself. Rav Pappi said to them: Master did not say so. And 
who is that Master? It is Rav Beivai bar Abaye. Rather, he said 
that all of the area that remains in place when cut," this is the 
entrance of the gullet. But which area, then, is the gullet itself? 
It is all of the area that constricts when cut and closes inward. The 
Sage Yona says in the name of Rabbi Zeira:" The entrance of the 
gullet is only the area of the throat immediately bordering the 
gullet. And how much of the throat qualifies as the entrance of the 
gullet? Rav Avya said: Less than the length of a barley kernel and 
more than the length of a wheat kernel. 


The Gemara relates an incident involving a certain bull that 
belonged to the sons of Rav Ukva, where its slaughter began 
with a small incision in the entrance of the gullet and concluded 
in its majority in the gullet. Rava said: I impose upon it the 
stringencies of Rav and the stringencies of Shmuel, and deem 
it a tereifa. 


I impose the stringencies of Rav, as Rav said: The animal is a 
tereifa if any part of the entrance of the gullet was perforated before 
slaughter. Such is the case here, since the incision began in the 
entrance of the gullet. Perhaps one will ask: But doesn’t Rav say 
that the entrance of the gullet is a location fit for slaughter, in 
which case the initial incision should be considered the beginning 
of the act of slaughter? To this I will respond: I holdin accordance 
with the opinion of Shmuel, who says that it is not a location fit 
for slaughter. If one asks: If I hold in accordance with the opinion 
of Shmuel, doesn’t he say: It is a tereifa only if it was perforated 
in its majority? To this I will respond: I hold in accordance 
with the opinion of Rav, who says: If any part was perforated. 
Consequently, I deem the animal a tereifa. 


The Gemara relates that the matter circulated, and it came before 
Rabbi Abba, who said to his students: This bull is permitted 
for consumption, both according to Rav, who holds that the 
entrance of the gullet is a location fit for slaughter, and according 
to Shmuel, who holds that it is not a tereifa unless it is perforated 
in its majority. Therefore, go tell the son of Rav Yosef bar Hama, 
i.e. Rava, that he is to pay the value of the bull to its owner, since 
he improperly deemed it a tereifa. 


Mar, son of Ravina, said: I offer a conclusive refutation to the 
enemies of Rava, a euphemism for Rava himself, from a baraita: 
The halakha is always in accordance with the statement of Beit 
Hillel,’ but one who wishes to act in accordance with the state- 
ment of Beit Shammai may do so, and one who wishes to act in 
accordance with the statement of Beit Hillel may do so. But if 
one wishes to adopt both the leniencies of Beit Shammai and 
also the leniencies of Beit Hillel, he is a wicked person. 


BACKGROUND 


Entrance of the gullet - pw yava: The entrance of the gullet, or 
pharynx, is the area between the base of the skull and beginning of 
the gullet, where the gullet is joined to the jaw. The gullet is made 
of constricting muscle, and it contracts when cut. When the wider 


area in the throat is cut, it expands, and at the point where they join, 


it remains in place. 


Beit Hillel - bn ma: Beit Shammai and Beit Hillel were groups 
of disciples of the Sages Hillel and Shammai the Elder. Although 
there are only three recorded matters of dispute between Hillel 
and Shammai themselves, their students were relentless adversaries 
who served together in the Sanhedrin at the end of the Second 
Temple period and after its destruction, and disputed many points 


of halakha. With regard to the disagreements of the two Sages, a 
mishna (Avot 5:17) states: Any controversy waged for the sake of 
Heaven shall in the end be of lasting worth, but any that is not 
waged for the sake of Heaven shall in the end lead to no permanent 
result. Which controversy was an example of one waged in the 
service of Heaven? The controversy of Hillel and Shammai. And 
which was not for the sake Heaven? The controversy of Korah and 
his company. Beit Hillel generally ruled more leniently than Beit 
Shammai, but the cases in which Beit Shammai were more lenient 
than Beit Hillel are listed in the Mishna, in tractate Eduyyot. In most 
disputes between Beit Shammai and Beit Hillel, the halakha is in 
accordance with the opinion of Beit Hillel. 
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HALAKHA 

All of the area that remains in place when cut - 
jnipaa miy) isninw ta: The whole area of the gul- 
let that constricts when cut is valid for slaughter. 
Above that area is the entrance of the gullet, and 
slaughter there is not valid, in accordance with the 
opinion of Rav Beivai bar Abaye (Rambam Sefer 
Kedusha, Hilkhot Shehita 1:5; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh 
Dea 20:2). 


NOTES 

Yona says in the name of Rabbi Zeira - vax mi’ 
xt: Some understand this to be a statement of 
Rabbi Zeira with regard to the entrance of the 
gullet of a dove [yona] or other small bird (Meiri; 
Ra‘avya). The majority of the commentaries under- 
stand that Yona is the name of a Sage mentioned 
elsewhere in the Talmud as a student of Rabbi 
Zeira. This, then, constitutes a third opinion as to 
the definition of the entrance of the gullet (Yam 
shel Shlomo; Darkhei Moshe, Yoreh Dea 20). 


237 


This file may not be reproduced or distributed in any form without express permission from the publisher 


Perek III 
Daf4a4 Amuda 


NOTES 


The stringencies of Beit Shammai and the stringen- 
cies of Beit Hillel - 5a ra ying ww ma ya: 
This does not mean that one may never adopt two 
stringencies held by different authorities. On the con- 
rary, in disagreements with regard to matters of Torah 
aw, one is generally required to follow the stringent 
opinion, whereas in matters of rabbinic law, one must 
ollow the more lenient opinion (Avoda Zara 7a). The 
point here is that one cannot adopt two stringencies 
hat expressly contradict one another in their reason- 
ing. See Rashi, who brings an example of such a case. 


PERSONALITIES 

Rami bar Yehezkel — xpi 32 127: Rami, short for 
Rav Ami, bar Yehezkel was the younger brother of 
Rav Yehuda, of the second generation of Babylonian 
amora‘im. In his youth he studied under his father, 
Rav Yehezkel, as well as Rav and Shmuel. Afterward 
he moved to Eretz Yisrael, where he transmitted many 
statements of Rav and numerous lesser-known barai- 
tot. It seems from the Gemara here that he returned 
ater to Babylonia. His statements were known to be 
authoritative and precise, even to the point that they 
were used to refute statements of his brother, Rav 
Yehuda. 


BACKGROUND 


Until it becomes hairy — wyw» 13 19: The rumen 
is lined by conical papillae that extend up to 1.5 cm in 
length. These papillae project into the lumen from the 
mucosa, similar to short, soft strands of hair. It would 
seem that the Gemara here is referring to them when 
employing the description of hairy here. 
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And one who wishes to adopt both the stringencies of Beit Sham- 
mai and the stringencies of Beit Hillel," with regard to him the 

verse states: “The fool walks in darkness” (Ecclesiastes 2:14). 
Rather, one should act either in accordance with Beit Shammai, 
following both their leniencies and their stringencies, or in accor- 
dance with Beit Hillel, following both their leniencies and their 
stringencies. 


The Gemara objects to the wording of the baraita: This baraita itself 
is difficult. First you say that the halakha is always in accordance 
with the statement of Beit Hillel, and then you teach that one who 
wishes to act in accordance with the statement of Beit Shammai 
may do so. 


The Gemara responds: This is not difficult. Here, the statement that 
a person may act as he wishes was made before the Divine Voice 
emerged and announced that the halakha is always in accordance 
with Beit Hillel. There, the statement that the halakha is always in 
accordance with Beit Hillel was made after the Divine Voice issued 
this ruling. 


And if you wish, say instead that even the statement that a person 
may act as he wishes was made after the Divine Voice announced 
that the halakha is in accordance with Beit Hillel, and this statement 
is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yehoshua, who says: 
One disregards a Divine Voice that attempts to intervene in mat- 
ters of halakha. According to him, the dispute between Beit 
Shammai and Beit Hillel has not yet been decided. 


The Gemara notes: In any case, Rava’s ruling is difficult. How could 
he rule in accordance with two contradictory stringencies in order 
to deem the animal a tereifa? 


Rav Tavut said: Rava acted entirely in accordance with the opin- 
ion of Rav. As when Rami bar Yehezkel’ came, he said: Do not 
listen to those principles that Rav Yehuda, my brother, formu- 
lated in the name of Rav. Although Rav holds that a perforation of 
any part of the entrance of the gullet renders an animal a tereifa, this 
is not because it is a location fit for slaughter. Rather, this is what 
Rav said: The Sages gave a measure defining the portion of the 
gullet that is valid for slaughter. By inference, one learns that the 
entrance of the gullet is not a location fit for slaughter. And nev- 
ertheless, he says that a perforation in any amount renders the 
animal a tereifa. 


Since it was mentioned that the Sages gave a measure defining the 
portion of the gullet that is valid for slaughter, the Gemara asks: 
How far up the gullet is the upper boundary for valid slaughter? Rav 
Nahman said: It is until the point that there remains only sufficient 
space for a hand to grip" the gullet. The Gemara asks: How far 
down is the lower boundary? Rav Nahman said that Rabba bar 
Avuh said: Until the gullet becomes hairy," i.e., until the opening 
of the rumen, whose lining is hairy. 


Sufficient space for a hand to grip - 79 NDNA: The part of the 
gullet immediately below its connection to the lower jaw is not fit 
or slaughter. The measure of this part is one fingerbreadth, which 
is sufficient to grip with the thumb and forefinger. This ruling is in 
accordance with the opinion of Rav Nahman and the interpreta- 
ion of the Halakhot Gedolot. Some hold that a measure of two 
fingerbreadths is unfit, and some even extend the measurement 
o four fingerbreadths, an opinion attributed to Rashi. According 
0 tradition, the endpoint of this measure is equal to the point on 
he neck level with the ear of any animal when the ear is folded 


HALAKHA 
(Rema). In birds, the measure of the part of the gullet that is fit for 


slaughter depends on the size of the bird (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, 
Hilkhot Shehita 1:6; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 20:2). 


Until it becomes hairy — www 1D Jy: The incision of slaughter 
may extend downward on the gullet until the beginning of the 
section of the digestive tract that is hairy, i.e., the rumen, in accor- 
dance with the opinion of Rav Nahman (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, 
Hilkhot Shehita 1:5; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De'a 20:2). 
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The Gemara asks: Is that so? But doesn’t Ravina say that Geneiva 
says in the name of Rav: The lowermost handbreadth in the gullet, 
adjacent to the rumen, this is the inner rumen? If so, why does 
Rav Nahman permit slaughter until the opening of the rumen? 
When one slaughters within the bottom handbreadth, he is 
slaughtering in the rumen, and his slaughter should be invalid. 


Rather, say that Rav’s statement should be amended, as follows: The 
uppermost handbreadth in the rumen, adjacent to the gullet, this 
is the inner rumen, which is not a valid location for slaughter. By 
contrast, the lowermost handbreadth of the gullet is a valid location 
for slaughter. And if you wish, say instead that when Rav says that 
the lowermost handbreadth of the gullet is considered the rumen, 
he is referring specifically to a bull, which is especially hairy, and 
hairs appear even within the lowermost handbreadth of the gullet 
itself. By contrast, in other animals, the entire lower gullet is a valid 
location for slaughter. 


§ Rav Nahman says that Shmuel says: If the entrance of the gullet 
was completely detached from the jaw,“" the animal is kosher. 
And the tanna of the mishna also taught this later (54a): If the 
lower jaw was detached entirely, it is kosher. 


Rav Pappa objects to this: How can Shmuel say that if the entrance 

of the gullet is detached the animal is kosher? But isn’t there rip- 
ping of the simanim, the gullet and the windpipe, from their place? 

This should render the animal a tereifa. 


The Gemara interjects: But according to Rav Pappa, the mishna 
is difficult as well, since it states: If the lower jaw was detached," it 
is kosher. If the lower jaw is detached, the windpipe and gullet will 
necessarily be detached as well, since they are attached to it. 


The Gemara responds: Granted, the mishna is not difficult for Rav 
Pappa. This halakha, that the ripping of the simanim renders the 
animal a tereifa, applies only when the simanim are completely 
ripped from the jaw. That statement of the mishna, that an animal 
whose jaw is detached is kosher, is referring to a case where the 
lower jaw is severed above its connection to the simanim, which 
themselves remain connected to the remaining flesh of the jaw. But 
the halakha that the ripping of the simanim renders the animal a 
tereifa is difficult for Shmuel. How can an animal remain kosher 
when the entrance of its gullet is removed, if this entails the ripping 
of the simanim? 


If the entrance of the gullet was completely detached from the 
jaw, etc. — navya tra haw pwn yan: If the entrance of the 
gullet was cut off from the flesh attached to the jawbone, the ani- 
mal is a tereifa. lf this occurred during the process of slaughter, it i 
deemed a case of ripping the simanim, which renders the slaughter 
invalid and the animal an unslaughtered carcass. This is the halakha 
only if the entrance of the gullet was completely removed. If even 
a small amount of flesh connects it to the jawbone, the animal is 
kosher provided the remaining connection is concentrated in one 
area. But if the flesh is attached by several small connections, the 
animal is a tereifa, since it is apparent that the gullet was ripped out 
by force and is connected only by threads. If the gullet is mostly 
attached, even if the remaining connections are not concentrated 
in one area, the animal is kosher. This is the ruling in the Shu/han 
Arukh, in accordance with the interpretation of the Gemara by 
Rashi and the Rashba, and the standard version of the text. The 
Shulhan Arukh also states that if the gullet and windpipe become 
detached from one another along most of their length, the animal 
is a tereifa. This follows the interpretation of Rabbeinu Hananel, the 
Rif, and the Rambam for the term: /ppruk ipprukei. 

Because of the multiplicity of interpretations and versions of the 
text of the Gemara on this issue, later commentaries rule that in 
any case where the entrance of the gullet does not remain mostly 
connected to the flesh of the jawbone, the animal is a tereifa, even if 


a 


the tissue peeled off the throat of its own accord. This ruling follows 
the interpretation by Rabbeinu Yeruham of the term: Was peeled 
off, based on the opinion of the Rif. Likewise, if the simanim are 
dislocated from the neck along most of their length, the animal 
is deemed a tereifa, and if this happens in the course of slaughter, 
the animal is deemed an unslaughtered carcass (Rambam Sefer 
Kedusha, Hilkhot Shehita 9:21; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh Dea 24:15-16; 
see Simla Hadasha). 


If the lower jaw was removed, etc. — 151 jiannn rh bw: If the 
lower jaw was removed, the animal is kosher, as long as the animal 
can survive in such a state by being fed, in accordance with the 
mishna on 54a and the Gemara’s explanation on 55b. According to 
the Rambam this is conditional on the removal of the jaw above 
the level of the simanim, as opposed to its being ripped out by 
force, in accordance with the Gemara’s explanation of Rav Pappa’s 
statement. Later commentaries understand this to be the opinion 
of the Shulhan Arukh as well (Shakh). Nevertheless, later com- 
mentaries write that one should follow the opinion of the Rif, who 
interprets the continuation of the Gemara as rejecting this clause. 
Therefore, in any instance where the majority of the jawbone is 
detached from the throat, the animal is a tereifa (Rambam Sefer 
Kedusha, Hilkhot Shehita 8:23; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh Dea 33:1; see 
Simla Hadasha). 


NOTES | 
If the entrance of the gullet was completely 
detached from the jaw - ta byw pena yann 
mbna: The flesh of the lower jaw is connected to the 
tongue and the throat, and thereby to the gullet and 
the windpipe. 


Flesh of the jaw 


Lower jaw of a cow 
Entrance of the gullet 


Flesh of the jaw 


Opening of the windpipe 


Jawbone with simanim 
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— HALAKHA 
Majority of its space — abn ain: If the windpipe was mostly 
cut, with the tear encompassing the majority of the inner 
area of the windpipe at the point valid for slaughter or above, 
the animal is a tereifa. The width of the windpipe wall is not 
counted in the measurement, in accordance with the state- 
ment of Rabba bar bar Hana (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot 
Shehita 3:23; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De'a 34:1). 


If a halakhic authority deemed an item impure, another 
is not allowed to deem it pure — KWIIVAN px KDW DSN 
aa): Ifa halakhic authority deems a certain item forbidden, 
another halakhic aut ority may not deem it permitted based 
on his own reasoning. Similarly, if one authority deemed an 
item permitted, another may not deem it forbidden based 
on his own reasoning. If the second authority possesses a 
received tradition that the first was mistaken, he may deem 
the item permitted. The second authority may also attempt 
to convince the first to recant. Therefore, the person who 
posed the original question may seek a second opinion, 
though he must inform the second authority of the first’s 
response. All this applies to two authorities addressing the 
same case, but with regard to a separate case, the second 
authority may rule as he sees fit. See the Shakh and other 
commentaries, which contain differing opinions with regard 
to these halakhot (Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 242:31, and the 
comment of Rema). 


BACKGROUND 
Plain istera coins -93 *ymDYK: The istera was a Greek coin 
called the otatip, statér. When these coins were minted 
from gold, they were equal to a sela or four dinar. The Gemara 
here refers to provincial coinage minted from copper, which 
was valued at one-eighth of the value of the large Tyrian 
coins. Therefore, the value of the istera was only half a dinar. 
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The Gemara responds: Do not say that Shmuel deems the animal 
kosher if the entrance of the gullet was completely detached. 
Rather, say that he deems it kosher only ifit was mostly detached. 


The Gemara asks: But doesn’t Rabba bar bar Hana say that 
Shmuel says: Simanim that were detached in their majority 
render the animal a tereifa? Rav Sheisha, son of Rav Idi, said: This 
statement of Shmuel, that the animal is kosher even if the simanim 
are mostly detached, applies only to a case in which the entrance 
of the gullet was peeled off from the flesh of the jaw, such that the 
connected tissue is concentrated in one area. In such a case, the 
animal might recover. There, where Shmuel deems the animal a 
tereifa, he is referring to a case in which the simanim were forcibly 
separated [de’ippruk ipprukei] from the jaw and are connected 
only by a few discontinuous pieces of flesh. In such a case the 
animal cannot recover. 


§ The mishna states: Or an animal with a cut windpipe, cut across 
its width, is a tereifa. With regard to this the Sages taught: How 
much must the windpipe be cut to render the animal a tereifa? In 
its majority. And how much is its majority? Rav says: 


The majority of its width, counting the width of the wall of the 
windpipe itself, the thickness of which is uneven. And some 
say that Rav says: The majority of its space," the inner area of 
the cross section of the windpipe, not counting the width of the 
windpipe wall. 


The Gemara recounts: There was a certain animal with a cut wind- 
pipe that came before Ray, i.e., it was brought for inspection to 

decide whether it was kosher. Rav was sitting and checking it to 

see ifthe windpipe had been cut in the majority ofits width. Rav 
Kahana and Rav Asi said to Rav: Didn't you teach us, our teacher, 
that a cut windpipe is measured by the majority of its space? Rav 
sent the animal before Rabba bar bar Hana, who checked it in 

the majority of its space and deemed it kosher, and purchased 

meat from it at the price of thirteen plain istera coins.’ 


The Gemara asks: And how could Rabba bar bar Hana do this, i.e., 
deem permitted an animal that Rav was going to deem prohibited? 
But isn’t it taught in a baraita: Ifa halakhic authority deemed an 
item impure, another halakhic authority is not allowed to deem 
it pure;" likewise, if he prohibited it, another authority is not 
allowed to permit it?’ The Gemara responds: It is different here, 
since Rav did not actually prohibit the animal. He merely consid- 
ered doing so, but he sent it to Rabba bar bar Hana before issuing 
a formal ruling. 


If he prohibited it, another is not allowed to permit it - 10% 
vat »*xW HVA pre: The Ra'avad and other commentaries hold 
that not only is the item prohibited, but the second author- 
ity's permission is considered inconsequential, as the item has 


NOTES 


that this prohibited status takes effect only in order to protect 
the honor of the first authority, and that authority may vol- 
untarily waive his honor, as Rav does in this instance (Ran on 
Avoda Zara 7a). 


already assumed a prohibited status. Other commentaries hold 
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The Gemara asks: And once a halakhic authority has ruled with 
regard to the animal, even to permit it, how could Rabba bar bar 
Hana eat from it? But isn’t it written: “Then I said: Alas, Lord 
God, my soul has not become impure;" and from my youth 
until now I have not eaten an unslaughtered carcass, or a tereifa; 
and no piggul flesh came into my mouth” (Ezekiel 4:14). 


The Sages interpreted the verse as follows: “My soul has not been 
become impure” means that I did not think of sexual thoughts 
during the day so as to come to the impurity of a seminal emis- 
sion at night. “I have not eaten an unslaughtered carcass, or a 
tereifa” means that I never ate the flesh of an animal that was 
in danger of imminent death, leading one to say: Slaughter it, 
slaughter it quickly, before it dies. “And no piggul flesh came into 
my mouth,” means that I never ate from an animal with regard 
to which there was uncertainty whether it is prohibited and a 
Sage issued a ruling to permit" it. The Sages said in the name 
of Rabbi Natan: The phrase means that I never ate from an 
animal from which the gifts of the priesthood, the foreleg, jaw, 
and abomasum, were not separated. The above acts are techni- 
cally permitted but unseemly. How, then, could Rabba bar bar 
Hana consume the meat of this animal? 


The Gemara responds: This statement, that it is unseemly for a 
halakhic authority to rely on his own ruling to permit the meat, 
applies only to a matter that depends on reasoning. Rabba bar 
bar Hana relied on his learning, i.e., a received tradition. There 
is nothing unseemly about relying upon a received tradition. 


The Gemara objects: But let one derive that Rabba bar bar Hana 
should not have purchased the meat due to suspicion, as it is 
taught in a baraita: If one issued a judgment, acquitted or con- 
victed, deemed impure or pure, prohibited or permitted; or if 
witnesses testified with regard to a case, in all of these instances 
the judges or witnesses are allowed to purchase the item that 
they deemed permitted. But the Sages said: Distance yourself 
from unseemliness and from things similar to it." If so, Rabba 
bar bar Hana should not have purchased the meat that he himself 
permitted. 


The Gemara responds: This statement applies only to an item 
that is sold based on an appraisal of its value and not by standard 
measure. In such cases onlookers might suspect that the judge is 
receiving a favorable price in return for his judgment. But here, 
the weight of the meat proves that the judge is not receiving a 
discount, but is paying the standard price. This is like that inci- 
dent where Rabba permitted a possible tereifa for consumption 
and bought meat from it. His wife, the daughter of Rav Hisda, 
said to him: Father permitted a firstborn’ animal, declaring that 
it possessed a blemish that renders it permitted for consumption, 
but did not buy meat from it. Why are you acting differently? 


Rabba said to her: That matter applies to a firstborn, which is 

sold based on appraisal ofits value. Here, the weight of the meat 

proves that I am paying the standard price and not unfairly deriv- 
ing benefit from my judgment. What suspicion is there in this 

case? Will people suspect me because I received a superior piece 

of meat? Every day they sell me a superior piece of meat. 


The Gemara cites an aphorism: Rav Hisda says: Who is a Torah 
scholar?" This is one who sees his own tereifa. In other words, 
when the status of his own animal is uncertain, he deems it pro- 
hibited without concern for his own monetary loss. And Rav 
Hisda says: Who is referred to by the verse: “He that hates gifts 
shall live” (Proverbs 15:27)?" This is one who sees his own tereifa. 
He is careful to avoid deriving benefit from that which is not his 
own, and even from items that are his concerning which it is 
questionable whether or not they are permitted. 
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NOTES 


My soul has not become impure, etc. - x DI TIT 
“a1 Mav: All of the actions listed here are technically 
permitted but unseemly, and Torah scholars and righ- 
eous people like Rabba bar bar Hana are encouraged 
o avoid them (see 37b). 


Father permitted a firstborn — X913 W xaX: The 
firstborn of every kosher animal, if it is male, mus 
be given to a priest. If it is unblemished, it must be 
sacrificed in the Temple, where the priests partake o 
he meat. If it has a blemish, the priest may slaughter 
and eat it wherever he chooses. He may slaughter 
it only after a qualified halakhic authority deems i 
blemished. 


Who is a Torah scholar — 037 wan ym: Torah schol- 
ars are distinguished from others with regard to certain 
halakhot. For example, one may trust a Torah scholar 
who claims a lost item simply by recognizing it, withou 
requiring that he furnish a description from memory 
(Tosafot, citing Bava Metzia 23b). 


HALAKHA 


An animal which a Sage issued a ruling to permit - 
Dan ma mimg maga: If a halakhic authority issued a 

ruling permitting an animal based on his own reason- 
ing, but for which there was no written precedent, one 

who is pious should not eat it, in accordance with the 

Gemara. If there is a received tradition that the animal 

is permitted, he may eat it (Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 

116:7 in the comment of Rema, and see Shakh there). 


Distance yourself from unseemliness and from 
things similar to it - b TATI pA WDT pa PNW: 
A Torah scholar may taste a food that he has deemed 
to be permitted, so as to settle any doubts concerning 
the ruling. But he may not accept a gift of substantial 
value in the form of the item that he deemed permitted, 
in accordance with the Gemara here (Shulhan Arukh, 
Yoreh De'a 246:21 in the comment of Rema, and see 
Beur HaGra there). 


He that hates gifts shall live - my nima Kw: 
As an attribute of piety, one should not accept gifts 
but should depend on God to provide for his needs, in 
accordance with the verse: “He that hates gifts shall live” 
(Rambam Sefer Kinyan, Hilkhot Zekhiya UMattana 12:17; 
Shulhan Arukh, Hoshen Mishpat 249:5). 
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NOTES § —W—____—_—_- 
When you eat the labor of your hands -59x7 D PDY: 
If one takes care not to benefit from items concerning 
which it is questionable whether or not they are permitted, 
and all the more so from items that do not belong to him, 
he can be described as eating only the fruits of his own 
labor (Rashi). 


BACKGROUND 


Nasi — «wa: In biblical language this refers to the head ofa 
tribe, or sometimes to a king, e.g., with regard to the goat 
brought by a king as a sin offering. In the Talmud, the term 
is used to refer to the head of the Sanhedrin. 


Perek IH 
Daf45 Amuda 


BACKGROUND 
Was perforated like a sieve — 7933 Tap): 


Windpipe perforated with small holes, like those of a sieve 


Issar — 18°: The issar was a coin of small value, one twenty- 
fourth of a silver dinar. It was usually made of bronze, and 
its size is often used as a standard of measure in the Talmud. 
Since different issar coins were often of different sizes and 
values, the Talmud often specifies that it is referring to an 
Italian issar, rather than the Greek equivalent. 


NOTES 

Join together to constitute a majority - xanh DWYN: 
ost commentaries understand this to mean that the sizes 
of the holes themselves must be added up, without count- 
ing the spaces between them. By contrast, the Ra'ah and 
he Ran hold that the spaces between the holes also count 
oward the majority of the circumference of the windpipe, 
or the size of an issar if applicable, provided the spaces 
between the holes are smaller than the holes themselves. 
This is because the spaces are considered to be negligible 
with respect to the holes. The Maharshal understands that 
his is the explanation of Rashi as well. 
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Mar Zutra taught in the name of Rav Hisda: Anyone who reads 

the Torah and studies the Mishna, and sees his own tereifa, 
and has served Torah scholars to learn the ways of halakhic judg- 
ment, about him the verse states: “When you eat the labor of 
your hands," happy shall you be, and it shall be well with you” 
(Psalms 128:2). Rav Zevid says: Such a person merits inheriting 

two worlds, this world and the World-to-Come. When the verse 

states: “Happy shall you be,” it means in this world, and when 

it states: “And it shall be well with you,’ it is referring to the 

World-to-Come. 


With regard to the verse: “He that hates gifts shall live,” the Gemara 
relates that when they would send Rabbi Elazar some gift from 
the house of the Nasi,” he would not take it. And when they 
would invite him, he would not go there. When declining these 
offers, he said to them: Does Master not desire that I live? As it 
is written: “He that hates gifts shall live.” By contrast, when they 
would send a gift to Rabbi Zeira, he would not take it, but when 
they would invite him he would go. He said in explanation: 


Itis an honor for them to honor me. My attendance is not for my 
benefit but for theirs. 


§ With regard to the halakha that a cut windpipe renders the 
animal a tereifa, Rav Yehuda says that Rav says: If the windpipe 
was perforated with a series of small holes around its circumfer- 
ence like a sieve,® the small holes join together to constitute a 
majority of the circumference. Therefore, if their collective size 
is a majority of the circumference, the windpipe is considered cut. 


Rav Yirmeya raises an objection: The mishna teaches (Oholot 
2:3) that ifa skull of a corpse has a round hole at least the size of a 
drill bit used for surgery, then the skull does not impart ritual 
impurity in a tent. With regard to this, a baraita states: And in a 
skull that contains one long hole," or even if it has many small 
holes, the areas of the holes join together to constitute the size 
of a drill hole. Evidently, since the requisite measure is the size 
of a drill hole, the small holes join together to constitute the 
size of a drill hole, and not another measure. If so, here, too, in 
the case of the windpipe, since the requisite measure of a hole to 
render the animal a tereifa is the size of an issar? (see 54a), the small 
holes should join together to constitute the size of an issar. Why 
must they constitute the majority of the circumference? 


HALAKHA 


If the windpipe was perforated like a sieve, the holes join 
together to constitute a majority — xay DDWYN TDI TIP: 


themselves (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Shehita 3:23; Shulhan 
Arukh, Yoreh De'a 34:3 and Shakh there; see Simla Hadasha). 


If the windpipe is perforated around its circumference by several 


small holes like a sieve, and the holes are small enough not to be 
considered missing flesh, they can join to constitute the size of 
a cut that would surround the majority of the inner area of the 
windpipe and thereby render the animal a tereifa. If the holes 
are large enough to be considered missing flesh, they and the 
spaces between them can join to constitute a hole the size of 
an issar, in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Helbo. The 
latter applies even if the perforations are not distributed around 
the windpipe’s circumference (Shakh). The spaces between the 


And ina skull that contains one long hole — 7a ww mhian 
TN TMX IP): A complete skull of a corpse transmits impurity 
to people and items under the same roof, as would a complete 
corpse. If it has a hole in it at least the size of a sela coin, it trans- 
mits impurity only through contact and carrying, like any other 
bone, in accordance with the opinion of Beit Hillel in tractate 
Bekhorot (37b). Likewise, if it contains several small holes, they 
can join together to constitute the size of a sela (Rambam Sefer 
Tahara, Hilkhot Tumat Met 2:8). 


perforations are counted only if they are smaller than the holes 
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The Gemara notes: It escaped him, i.e., Rav Yirmeya, that which 
Rabbi Helbo says that Rav Hama bar Gurya says that Rav says: 
Perforations that are a deficiency, i.e., holes of significant area, 
join together to constitute the size of an issar, and perforations 
that are not a deficiency, but are as small as the holes of a sieve, 
must join together to constitute a majority of the circumference, 
which is the measure of a cut windpipe. Since the holes are not 
substantial in area, the windpipe cannot be said to be missing a 
piece, but it may be considered cut. 


Rabba bar bar Hana says that Rabbi Yehoshua ben Levi says: If 
a strip of the windpipe was removed from it," its area joins to 
constitute the size of an issar, even if the strip itselfis narrower than 
an issar. Rabbi Yitzhak bar Nahmani asked Rabbi Yehoshua ben 
Levi: If the windpipe was perforated like a sieve, what is the 
halakha? Rabbi Yehoshua ben Levi said to him: The Sages said 
with regard to this case: Perforations that are a deficiency join 
together to constitute the size of an issar, and perforations that 
are not a deficiency join together to constitute a majority of 
the circumference. 


The Gemara raises a question: The measure of an issar for missing 
flesh in the windpipe applies only to animals. In birds, this cannot 
be the measure, as the entire width of the windpipe is less than the 
diameter of an issar. What, then, is the measure with regard to 


a bird? 


Rabbi Yitzhak bar Nahmani said: It was explained to me person- 
ally by Rabbi Elazar: One severs the perforated tissue, folds and 
lays it" over the opening of the windpipe.” If it covers the major- 
ity of the windpipe, the animal is a tereifa; and if not, the animal 
is kosher. Rav Pappa said: And your mnemonic for this halakha 
should be a sieve. If the tissue is perforated like a sieve, one must 
place it over the opening of the windpipe as if it were a sieve. 


The Gemara continues: Ifthe windpipe was missing a piece so that 
its appearance was like a door, where the missing flesh was par- 
tially attached as though on a hinge, Rav Nahman said: If the 
missing piece is so large that an issar can enter the hole widthwise, 
i.e. it is wider and taller than an issar, the animal is a tereifa. If the 
windpipe was cracked" along its length, Rav said: Even if only one 
undamaged segment" remains in the windpipe above the crack 
and one segment below it, the animal is kosher. 


HALAKHA 


A strip was removed from it = Ty3¥7 T337 myn: If a strip 

was removed from the windpipe lengthwise, the area of which 

was equal to an issar, the animal is prohibited for consumption. 
According to the Rashba, there is no extant tradition with regard 

to the size of an issar, and therefore one must use the measure of 
the majority of the interior area of the windpipe. The Rema writes 
that one must always use the windpipe of a bird for this measure- 
ment, so as not inadvertently to use a standard larger than an 

issar (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Shehita 3:23; Shulhan Arukh, 
Yoreh De'a 34:2, and Shakh and Taz there; see Simla Hadasha). 


Folds and lays it over the opening of the windpipe - bapa 
IPT 5 by imaa: If the windpipe of a bird is perforated like a 
sieve, and the perforations are due to a missing section of the 
flesh, one must remove the perforated area and lay it over the 
opening of the windpipe. If it is large enough to cover the major- 
ity of the opening, the animal is prohibited for consumption. If 
the perforations are mere cuts and not missing pieces of flesh, 
and they encompass the majority of the windpipe, then the 
animal is a tereifa. The Rema writes: If the windpipe of a bird was 
missing a piece, some say that one measures the same way, to see 
if the missing piece is large enough to cover the majority of the 
windpipe's width, as the Gemara describes here (Rif; Rambam). 
Others (Rashi; Rosh) say to use a measure of the same proportion 
relative to a bird's windpipe as an issar is relative to an animal's 


windpipe (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Shehita 3:23; Shulhan 
Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 34:4). 


Was missing a piece like a door — nba minna): If a section of 
the windpipe is hanging off as though it were on a hinge, the 
hole must be large enough to insert an issar to render the animal 
a tereifa, i.e., it must be larger than an issar, in accordance with 
Rashi’s opinion. Some say that if the hole perforated through both 
sides of the windpipe, the hole need only be so large as to insert 
an issar widthwise, in accordance with the opinion of the Rif and 
Rambam. This applies to both animals and birds (Rambam Sefer 
Kedusha, Hilkhot Shehita 3:24; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 34:5-6, 
and Shakh there). 


Was cracked — np): If the entire windpipe was cracked length- 
wise, even if none of the flesh was missing, the animal is prohib- 
ited for consumption. If any amount was left undamaged above 
and below the crack in a location fit for slaughter, the animal 
is kosher, since in stretching the neck the animal can close the 
crack and eventually heal, in accordance with the opinion of 
Rabbi Yohanan. Some authorities rule stringently if the intact 
region is above the large, uppermost tracheal ring, even though 
this is an area fit for slaughter, and that is the halakha (Rambam 
Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Shehita 3:24; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 34:7, 
and Shakh there). 


NOTES 
Folds and lays it - im) apn: 


Perforated area folded over the width of the windpipe 


Segment - san: Some interpret this as referring to one 
of the tracheal rings. Rashi understands it as denoting a 
group of three rings, which can also be called a segment 
in the Talmud (see Menahot 39a). 


BACKGROUND 
Was missing a piece like a door - m mina: 


Hole the width of an issar according to the opinion of Rashi 


Hole the width of an issar according to the opinion of the Rif and the 
Rambam 
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The entire neck is fit for slaughter — bia INT bs 
mom) we: 


Edge of ther bung 


Windpipe of a cow 


That faces the ground — yppa nx mi: The ribs 
extend outward from the spine and encompass the 
chest area on the sides. They reconnect over the 
chest through cartilaginous extensions. Rashi seems 
to understand that in removing the breast, one should 
not damage the ribs at all, taking only the fat covering 
the cartilage (see Shita Mekubbetzet). Alternatively, the 
Meiri explains that one should cut off the ventral part 
of the ribs as well, since it faces the ground. 
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The Sages said this statement before Rabbi Yohanan, who said: 
What is this segment and what is that segment that Rav says? 
Segments are immaterial to the matter. Rather, say: Even if any 
amount remained intact in the windpipe above the crack, and any 
amount below, the animal is kosher. 


The Sages said this statement in Eretz Yisrael before Rabbi Yohanan 
in the name of Rabbi Yonatan the Babylonian, i.e., that any amount 
of undamaged tissue above and below the crack renders the animal 
kosher. Rabbi Yohanan said to them, excitedly: Do our Babylonian 
friends know how to interpret in accordance with this explana- 
tion? He was happy that Rabbi Yonatan interpreted it the same way 
he did. 


§ Rabbi Hiyya bar Yosef taught before Rabbi Yohanan: The 
entire neck is fit for slaughter, from the large uppermost ring of 
the windpipe downward until the lower edges of the lung. Rava 
says that the phrase: Lower edges of the lung, is referring to an 
animal hung by the feet; that is, it actually denotes the upper edges 
nearest the head. As I say that the area fit for slaughter is all the 
length of the neck that an animal extends in order to graze, pro- 
vided that it is not forced to extend its neck further than it wishes. 
Consequently, the very bottom of the neck is not a location fit 
for slaughter. 


Rav Hanina, and some say Rav Hananya, raises a dilemma: If the 
animal forced itself and extended its neck, what is the halakha with 
regard to the additional area? The Gemara responds: The question 
shall stand unresolved. The Gemara relates that Rabbi Yohanan 
and Rabbi Shimon ben Lakish sat together, and a matter emerged 
from between them: If the slaughterer forced the animal to extend 
the simanim by stretching the neck and slaughtered the animal at 
the lower end of the neck, the slaughter is not valid. And if the 
windpipe was perforated below the breast," it is considered to be 
like a perforated lung, which renders the animal a tereifa no matter 
the size of the perforation. A perforation in the upper windpipe must 
be the size of an issar to render the animal a tereifa (see 54a). 


The Gemara elaborates: The Sages taught in a baraita: Which is 
the breast" that must be given to the priests as a gift from every 
peace offering (see Leviticus 7:31)? This is the section that faces 
the ground," not the ribbed area on the sides. And lengthwise it 
extends below, when the animal is hung from the legs, until the 
neck, and above until the rumen. One cuts the two ribs nearest 
the head from the two sides of the animal from both directions, 
and this is the breast that is given to the priests. 


HALAKHA 


The entire neck is fit for slaughter, etc. - w3 iia INT bs If the windpipe was perforated below the breast — mpa 20) 


^D) mom: The area of the neck fit for slaughter extends from 
the slope of the larynx downward, in accordance with the conclu- 
sion of the Gemara earlier (19a). Its lower boundary is the edge of 
the lower left lobe of the lung when it is inflated after slaughter 
and the animal is hanging by its feet. Because this boundary is 
not easily visible before slaughter, the Sages said that the location 
fit for slaughter is the length of the neck that the animal naturally 
extends to graze. One should not stretch the simanim during 
slaughter or allow the animal to stretch them itself. If it forced its 
neck to extend unnaturally during slaughter, the slaughter may be 
invalid, since the issue in the Gemara is not resolved (Rambam Sefer 
Kedusha, Hilkhot Shehita 1:5-8; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh Dea 20:1). 


myg mond: If the windpipe is perforated in any amount at the 
evel of the breast or below, i.e., below the area fit for slaughter, the 
animal is a tereifa, since that is considered to be like a perforated 
ung, in accordance with the statement of Rabbi Yohanan and 
Rabbi Shimon ben Lakish (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Shehita 
7:1; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh Dea 34:8, 10). 


Which is the breast — mn atx: The breast, which is given to 
he priests from every peace offering, consists of the meat and 
at that faces the ground, extending up to the neck and down to 
he rumen, as well as the two uppermost ribs near the neck, in 
accordance with the baraita (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh 
HaKorbanot 9:10). 
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§ The mishna states: If the membrane of the brain was perforated, 
the animal is a tereifa. The Gemara cites Rav and Shmuel, who both 
say: The brain is covered by two membranes, a thick outer mem- 
brane adjacent to the skull and a thin inner membrane adjacent to 
the brain. The animal is a tereifa if the outer membrane was perfo- 
rated, even if the inner membrane was not perforated.’ And some 
say that the animal is not a tereifa unless the inner membrane was 
perforated" as well. Rabbi Shmuel bar Nahmani says: And this is 
your mnemonic to remember the halakha: The bag in which the 
brain rests, i.e., the inner membrane. 


Rabba bar bar Hana says that Rabbi Yehoshua ben Levi says: Even 
though the inner membrane of the brain is very thin and not easily 
visible, its equivalent in the testicles, which are also enclosed in a 
thin membrane, is conspicuous, as it has an appearance different 
from the testicles themselves. Rabbi Shimon ben Pazi says that 
Rabbi Yehoshua ben Levi says in the name of bar Kappara: With 
regard to the brain, everything inside the skull is considered" 
part of the brain. From the point where it begins to extend like a 
cord out of the base of the skull, it is considered the spinal cord. 
And from where does it begin to be extended? Rabbi Yitzhak 
bar Nahmani said: It was explained to me personally by Rabbi 
Yehoshua ben Levi himself: Protrusions similar to two 


NOTES 


The outer membrane, even if the inner was not perforated, 
etc. — Dime DPIN KYT as by ae mde wip: The standard 
version of the text indicates that the first opinion requires only 
the outer membrane to be perforated to render the animal a 
tereifa, on the assumption that the delicate inner membrane 
will likely be perforated afterward as a result, while the sec- 
ond opinion requires that both be perforated. By contrast, the 
geonim and many early commentaries possessed a textual 
variant in which the second opinion requires that only the inner 
membrane need be perforated to render the animal a tereifa. 
This opinion is in fact accepted as halakha by the geonim and 
the Rif. It is also supported by the mnemonic given afterward, 
which indicates that only the inner membrane is significant 
(Halakhot Gedolot). For further elaboration, see the Beit Yosef, 
which contains a discussion of the various textual variants and 
their interpretations. 


Cranium of a cow 


Unless the inner membrane was perforated — a»py¢7 TY 
man: The brain is surrounded by two membranes. If the inner 
membrane was perforated, the animal is a tereifa. If only the 
outer membrane was perforated, the animal is kosher, in accor- 
dance with the textual variant of the Rif. The Rema writes: Some 
deem the animal a tereifa even if only the outer membrane is 
perforated, and such is the custom except in case of potential 
monetary loss (Halakhot Gedolot; see Beur HaGra). This is also the 
custom among Sephardic communities (Kaf HaHayyim). Some 
authorities, such as the Maharshal and the Bah, rule stringently 
even in cases of potential monetary loss (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, 
Hilkhot Shehita 6:3; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 31:1). 


HALAKHA 


Brain of an animal with the inner membrane partially removed 


Everything inside the skull is considered, etc. - 7) Tpaw ma 
3) 7113: On the side of the skull facing the neck are two protru- 
sions known in the Gemara as beans (see Notes on the next 
amud). All the tissue inside the skull until the beans, including 
the section parallel to the beans themselves, is considered part 
of the brain, and if the membrane surrounding it is perforated 
in any amount, the animal is a tereifa. From that point caudally, 
it is considered part of the spinal cord, and the animal is ren- 
dered a tereifa only if the majority of the circumference of the 
surrounding membrane has been torn, in accordance with the 
opinion of Rabbi Yehoshua ben Levi and the conclusion of the 
Gemara (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Shehita 6:3; Shulhan 
Arukh, Yoreh Dea 31:4). 
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Perek III 
Daf4a5 Amud b 


BACKGROUND 
Bronchi — nijisnen ma: Lungs of many animals con- 
tain branching airflow passages, or bronchi, to allow for 
numerous sites of gas exchange between their blood 
and the air they breathe. 


HALAKHA 


What is it to me if this is a large chamber, etc. — » m 
nabina bn: Ifthe heart is perforated through to any of 
its chambers, the animal is a tereifa, in accordance with 
the Gemara (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Shehita 6:5; 
Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh Dea 40:1). 
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beans" lie at the opening of the skull, where the spinal cord exits. 
From the beans inward, the nerve tissue is considered like the 
inside, i.e., the brain. Therefore, ifits membrane is perforated, even 
minimally, the animal is a tereifa. From the beans outward, the 
nerve tissue is considered like the outside, i.e., the spinal cord. A 
perforation of the membrane in this area renders the animal a tereifa 
only if the spinal cord is mostly cut. And with regard to the area of 
the beans themselves, I do not know what the halakha is; but it 
stands to reason that it is considered like the inside. 


The Gemara relates that Rabbi Yirmeya inspected a bird and found 
protrusions similar to two beans lying on the opening of the skull. 


§ The mishna states: If the heart was perforated to its chamber, 
the animal is a tereifa. Rabbi Zeira raises a dilemma: Is the mishna 
referring to the small chamber within the heart or to the large 
chamber?" Abaye said to him: What is your dilemma? Didn’t we 
learn in the mishna with regard to the lung: Rabbi Shimon says: It 
is nota tereifa unless it is perforated through to the bronchi?’ And 
Rabba bar Tahlifa says that Rabbi Yirmeya bar Abba says that Rav 
says: Rabbi Shimon means that it is not a tereifa unless it is perfo- 
rated through to the large bronchus. If so, it may be presumed that 
the mishna is referring to the large chamber of the heart as well. 


The Gemara responds: How can these cases be compared? There, 
the mishna teaches: To the bronchi [simponot], in the plural form, 
i.e., the one bronchus into which all the bronchi [simponot] empty 
out. But here, with regard to the heart, it teaches: To the chamber. 
What is it to me if this is a large chamber" and what is it to me 
if it is a small chamber? The language does not indicate one or 
the other. 


NOTES 


Beans — phia: Different explanations are offered as to what these 
bean-like objects are. According to Rashi and the Rambam, this 
refers to the occipital condyles, two projections of the skull on 
either side of the foramen magnum, the hole in the skull from 


which the spinal cord extends. Although birds have a single occip- 


ital condyle, it is sometimes cleft and may have been regarded as 
two separate protrusions. Others understand the beans to refer 
to two clusters of nerve tissue at the back of the brain, apparently 
the two optic lobes, which are exposed in birds and roughly the 
size of beans, though in the mammalian brain they are larger and 
hidden by the cerebrum. It is perhaps for this reason that Gemara 
recounts Rabbi Yirmeya checking a bird and finding the two beans 
(Ra'avan; Or Zarua). 


Occipital condyles 


To the large chamber — bins bon mab: This apparently refers to 
the left ventricle of the heart, which pumps oxygenated blood to 
the body. Since it is the largest chamber of the heart, it is logical 
to refer to it as the large chamber, and to all other chambers as 
the small chamber. 


Cross section of a mammalian heart 
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§ With regard to the aorta," the chief artery exiting the heart, Rav 
says: Like the heart itself, if it is perforated in any amount the 
animal is a tereifa. And Shmuel says: The animal is a tereifa only if 
the aorta is perforated in its majority. 


The Gemara asks: Which blood vessel is the aorta? Rabba bar 
Yitzhak says that Rav says: This is the artery found in the fat on the 
sides. The Gemara asks: Can it enter your mind to say that this is 
referring to the sides of the animal, i.e., the ribs, which are not 
adjacent to the heart? Rather, this is referring to the artery covered 
in fat that exits the heart and passes on the sides of the lung." 


Ameimar says in the name of Rav Nahman: There are three ducts" 
adjacent to one another in an animal’s chest. One separates to the 
heart, and one separates to the lung, and one separates to the 
liver. The duct of the lung is treated like the lung, and renders the 
animal a tereifa if perforated in any amount. The duct of the liver" 
is treated like the liver, and only if it is completely missing does it 
render the animal a tereifa, in accordance with the mishna. As for 
the duct of the heart, the aorta, Rav and Shmuel disagree as to the 
measure of its perforation, as mentioned above. 


Mar bar Hiyya teaches the opposite: The duct of the lung is treated 
like the liver and renders the animal a tereifa only ifit is completely 
missing. The duct of the liver is treated like the lung, and a perfora- 
tion of any amount renders the animal a tereifa. And with regard to 
the duct of the heart, Rav and Shmuel disagree. 


The Gemara relates that Rabbi Hiyya bar Yosef went and stated 
the halakha of Rav, that an aorta perforated in any amount renders 
an animal a tereifa, before Shmuel. Shmuel said to him: If Abba, 
i.e., Rav, actually said so, he knows nothing at all about tereifot. 


NOTES 


HALAKHA 

Aorta - aba map: The aorta is covered with fat and passes 
between the lobes of the lungs. If either it or the pul- 
monary artery is perforated in any amount, the animal 
is a tereifa, in accordance with the opinion of Rav as 
interpreted by the Rashba and the Rambam. The Rema 
cites the Beit Yosef that this does not include the small 
holes that normally occur in the course of detaching the 
arteries from the animal. Any other small holes or per- 
forations, though, render the animal a tereifa (Rambam 
Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Shehita 6:5; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh 
Dea 3410 and Arukh HaShulhan there, and see Shakh 
on 40:4; Sihat Hullin). 


Duct of the lung and duct of the liver - 7x79 mp 
1237 mA: If the caudal vena cava or the section of the 
windpipe below the breast is perforated in any amount, 
the animal is a tereifa. This ruling satisfies both opinions 
in the Gemara and the statement of Rabbi Yohanan on 
the previous amud. According to the Rambam, the duct 
of the liver is one of the large blood vessels of the liver, 
rather than the caudal vena cava (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, 
Hilkhot Shehita 6:8 and Ra‘avad there, 7:1; Shulhan Arukh, 
Yoreh De'a 34:8, 10). 


Which blood vessel is the aorta [keneh halev]...fat [helev]... 
on the sides of the lung [dofnei re'a] — ...2m...297 ap m 7 
TN] DIT DA byw: The heart is located in the chest, under the 

lungs. The aorta exits the left ventricle and turns upward, pass- 
ing between the two lungs, referred to in the Gemara as: On the 

sides of the lungs [dofnei re'a], toward the back of the body. The 

aorta is covered in a layer of fat and has a whitish appearance. 
This is the explanation of the words keneh halev given by Rashi 

and other commentaries, and followed in the commentary 
here. By contrast, the Rambam states that keneh halev is the 

large artery that exits from the heart to the lung, which some 

commentaries interpret as referring to the pulmonary artery, 
which brings deoxygenated blood from the heart to the lungs 

(Tur). However, this explanation is somewhat difficult, as the 

pulmonary artery is not surrounded by fat, and other com- 
mentaries interpret the Rambam in line with the explanation of 
Rashi or in other ways (see Yam shel Shlomo; Chullin Illuminated 

by Rabbi Yaakov Dovid Lach). Other commentaries suggest that 
the fat referred to by the Gemara is the fat between the two 

lungs, on the side facing forward toward the heart (Meiri). It 
should be noted that according to Rashi, the Gemara here and 

occasionally elsewhere uses the word helev to denote fat that 
is permitted for consumption, even though the word generally 

refers to forbidden fat. 


There are three ducts, etc. — 151 171 37 xaba: According to 
Rashi, this refers to one duct that branches into three, and such 
is the description given in the Shulhan Arukh as well. According 


to the Rambam, this refers to three separate ducts located near 
one another that appear to branch off from the fat between 
the lungs. The duct of the heart would then be the aorta, the 
duct of the lungs would be either the windpipe or the pul- 
monary artery, and the duct of the liver would be the vena 
cava, which brings blood from the liver toward the heart (see 
Pahad Yitzhak; Arukh HaShulhan). For a detailed discussion of 
the various opinions concerning the three ducts, see Chullin 
Illuminated (pp. 155-57). 


Three ducts according to the Rambam 


Wi ndpipa 


Aorta 


Photograph of the openings of the three ducts one next to the other 
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BACKGROUND 
Spinal cord — AJHT Din: 


Spal cond 


Vertebrae with spinal cord 


Poured out like a jug — pimpa Jawa: Certain 
vitamin deficiencies, or the presence of toxins, 
can cause brain tissue to be liquefied. In those 
cases, when the skull is opened, the brain tissue 
flows out like a liquid. 


Liquefied. ..softened...was emptied - ... vam 
tayan)... From descriptions elsewhere, it 
seems these terms all refer to an accumulation 
of fluid in the nerve tissue, which could be the 
result of atrophy or infraction. The difference 
between softening and being emptied is only 
the severity of the condition. 


To say that he cannot reproduce - i»xw anid 
pin: See Rashi, who explains that the male 
reproductive organ is connected to the brain. 
According to modern science as well, head 
trauma can cause problems in male sexual func- 
tion, including erection and ejaculation issues. 
This might stem from failures in the function of 
the nervous or endocrine systems. 


HALAKHA 


If the spinal cord was cut — poa3w TITI pin: 

With regard to the membrane ‘surrounding 
the spinal cord, if the majority of its circumfer- 
ence was cut the animal is a tereifa, even if all 
the nerve tissue is intact. If the majority of the 
circumference of the membrane is not cut, the 
animal is kosher even if the nerve tissue itself is 
cut completely. Likewise, if the membrane was 
only cut lengthwise or perforated, it is kosher, in 
accordance with the conclusion of the Gemara 
(Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Shehita 9:1; 
Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De’a 32:1-2). 


Liquefied...softened - Dapan.... TYAN: If the 
nerve tissue in the spine is liquefied, or softened 
so that it bends under its own weight if it is not 
supported, then the animal is a tereifa, in accor- 
dance with the opinion of Rabbi Yehoshua ben 
Levi (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Shehita 9:2; 
Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De’a 32:3). 


Due to its weight — #1233 391: If the spinal cord 
has not softened, but is so heavy that it cannot 
stand on its own, the animal is a tereifa, since the 
issue remains unresolved in the Gemara (Ram- 
bam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Shehita 9:2; Shulhan 
Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 32:3). 


If it was emptied [nitmazmez] the animal 
remains kosher — wa tatiana: If the nerve tis- 
sue was crushed and loose, the animal remains 
kosher so long as the membranes are intact, in 
accordance with the interpretation of the Ram- 
bam of the word nitmazmez. Likewise, if some 
of the nerve tissue was emptied out, the animal 
is kosher, in accordance with the interpretation 
of Rashi of the word nitmazmez (Rambam Sefer 
Kedusha, Hilkhot Shehita 9:1; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh 
Dea 32:2, and see Shulhan Arukh HaRav there). 
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The mishna states: If the spinal column was broken and its cord 
was cut, the animal is a tereifa. With regard to this the Sages taught: 
If the spinal cord’ was cut" in its majority, the animal is a tereifa. This 
is the statement of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi. Rabbi Yaakov says: It is 
a tereifa even if the spinal cord was only perforated. 


The Gemara notes: Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi ruled in accordance with 
the opinion of Rabbi Ya’akov that even a small perforation of the 
spinal cord renders the animal a tereifa. Rav Huna says: The halakha 
is not in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yaakov. 


The Gemara asks: And how much is considered a majority of the 
spinal cord to render the animal a tereifa? Rav says: A majority of the 
circumference of its surrounding membranes, the meninges. And 
some say a majority of the nerve tissue of the spinal cord itself. In 
other words, even if the meninges are intact, the animal is a tereifa if 
a majority of the nerve tissue is cut. 


The Gemara notes: According to the one who says that the animal is 
a tereifa if a majority of the nerve tissue is severed, all the more so 
ifa majority of the meninges is cut, since if the meninges, the protec- 
tive membranes, are damaged, the nerve tissue itself will certainly be 
damaged soon thereafter. But according to the one who says that a 
tear in a majority of the meninges renders it a tereifa, what is the 
halakha in a case where only a majority of the nerve tissue was cut? 
Perhaps the intact membranes will keep the damage from spreading. 


The Gemara suggests: Come and hear a proof: As Nayyoli says that 
Rav Huna says: The majority of the spinal cord, which they said 
renders the animal a tereifa if cut, is the majority of the meninges. 
But this nerve tissue makes no difference. 


The Gemara relates that Rav Natan bar Avin was sitting before Rav. 
Rav Natan first checked the spinal cord to make sure that a majority 
of the meninges was intact, and then was checking to see that a 
majority of its nerve tissue was intact. Rav said to him: Ifa majority 
of the meninges is intact, this nerve tissue makes no difference. 


§ Rabba bar bar Hana says that Rabbi Yehoshua ben Levi says: If 
the spinal cord was liquefied [nitmareikh], the animal is unfit for 
consumption. Even if it softened [nitmasmeis]," the animal is unfit, 
i.e., a tereifa. What is liquefaction, and what is softening? Liquefac- 
tion is any case in which the nerve tissue becomes liquid, and if the 

membrane is punctured it can be poured out like water from a jug.’ 

Softening is any case in which the nerve tissue cannot stand upright 
on its own and sags when it is not being supported. 


Rabbi Yirmeya raises a dilemma: In a case where the spinal cord 
became unusually heavy such that it cannot stand upright due to its 
weight," but not due to softening or melting, what is the halakha? 
The Gemara responds: The question shall stand unresolved. In the 
study hall they say: If the spinal cord softened due to disease, the 
animal is unfit for consumption. But if some ofits tissue softened and 
was emptied! from the spinal cord, the animal remains kosher." The 
Gemara raises an objection based on a baraita: Rabbi Shimon ben 
Elazar says: An animal whose nerve tissue was emptied [nitmaz- 
mez] from the spinal cord is a tereifa. The Gemara responds: That 
version of the baraita is incorrect. In fact, the word softened 
[nitmasmes | was stated, not the word emptied. 


The Gemara asks: Is that so, that an animal whose nerve tissue has 
dissolved is kosher? But didn’t it happen that Levi was sitting in 
the bathhouse, where he saw a certain man who banged his head 
severely, whereupon he said: This man’s nerve tissue has softened 
and been emptied? Is it not that Levi meant that the man cannot 
live? If so, the softening and emptying of the nerve tissue should 
render an animal a tereifa. Abaye said: No, he intended to say 
that the man cannot reproduce,’ since head trauma might lead 
to infertility. 
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§ The Gemara asks: Until where does the spinal cord extend 
downward, such that if it is cut above that point the animal is a 
tereifa? Rav Yehuda says that Shmuel says: Until the point between 
the branches" of the spinal cord that split off behind the thighs. 


The Gemara recounts: Rav Dimi bar Yitzhak wanted to go to Bei 
Hozai.’ He came before Rabbi Yehuda and said to him: Master, 
show me, where is the area between the branches to which Shmuel 
referred? Rabbi Yehuda said to him: Go bring me a kid and I will 
show you. Rav Dimi bar Yitzhak brought him a choice kid with 
much fat. Rabbi Yehuda said to him: The location is buried very 
deep in the fat and is not recognizable. He brought Rabbi Yehuda 
a lean kid. Rabbi Yehuda said to him: The bones jut out very far, 
and the location is not recognizable. 


Rabbi Yehuda said to him: Come, I will teach you a tradition 
without showing you: This is what Shmuel said: There are three 
successive points around the same bone behind the pelvis at which 
branches diverge from the spinal cord. If the spinal cord is cut any- 
where until the first gap between these branches, the animal is a 
tereifa. If it is severed anywhere after the third gap, i.e., after the third 
branch, the animal is kosher. If it was severed within the second 
gap, i.e., between these areas, I do not know the halakha. 


Rav Huna, son of Rav Yehoshua, raises a dilemma: 


NOTES 


Between the branches — iwi pa: At the bottom of the spi- 
nal cord, level with the thighs, is an elongated bone with three 
projections similar in appearance to three fused vertebrae. This 
bone is called the sacrum. The spinal cord branches three times 
into long nerves exiting through holes in the sacrum toward the 
legs, and the main branch of the spinal cord continues to the tail. 
Though the spinal cord also branches at several points above the 
sacrum, here the main trunk of the spinal cord diminishes in size 
after the branches split off (see Sihat Hullin). According to Rashi 
and other commentaries, the phrase: Between the branches, 
denotes the sections of the spinal cord between each point 
where the nerves split off. Other commentaries understand the 
term to refer to the branching points of the nerves themselves 
(see Torat Hayyim). Still others understand the phrase to refer to 
the projections in the bone of the sacrum. Among those with 
this last understanding, some explain the term: Between the 
branches, as describing the separation of the bony projections 
from each other by partitions of muscle (see Rashi). Others 
explain that the projections are situated between holes on either 
side where the nerve branches exit (Ra’avad in Shita Mekubbetzet; 
see Rabbeinu Gershom Meor HaGola and Rambam). 


Bei Hozai - »xtin »3: During the talmudic era, the Persian king- 
dom was divided by the Sassanids into separate states along the 
lines of ancient kingdoms or independent entities. The Bei Hozai 
region, now called Khuzestan, was adjacent to the Persian Gulf, 
far from Jewish population centers such as Sura and Pumbedita, 
which were located in the Bei Aramai region in what had once 
been ancient Babylonia. Jewish residents of Bei Hozai were gen- 
erally less educated in the Torah and halakhic matters. 


Regions of the Persian Empire during the Sassanid period 


BACKGROUND 


Bottom of a cow's spinal cord 
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Perek III 
Daf 46 Amuda 


NOTES 


Mouth of the branch - mwy +3: The context indicates that 
the mouth of the branch is situated on the spinal cord above 
the first gap, but may be considered part of the gap itself. 
If the word until is understood as: Until and not including 
the gap, then the halakha with regard to the first gap is 
unknown, as is the case with regard to the second gap. 
Consequently, if the mouth of the branch is counted as part 
of the first gap, its halakha would be unknown as well. But 
if it is considered part of the area above, it will render the 
animal a tereifa if cut. 

Rashi indicates that the mouth of the branch is the 
ocation of the branch in the spinal cord itself. The phrase: 
Between the branches, therefore, refers to the gaps between 
each branch (Josafot). Rabbeinu Yitzhak explains that the 
eftward and rightward branches of the nerves at each 
branching point are not exactly parallel, and the left nerve 
branches off slightly above the right. The mouth of the 
branch is therefore the space between points where the 
eft and right nerves branch off at the same juncture (Shita 
Mekubbetzet). Others interpret the phrase: Between the 
branches, as referring to the branching point itself, and the 
phrase: Mouth of the branch, refers to the area immediately 
above each branching point, where the spinal cord widens 
slightly (Torat Hayyim). See also Rabbeinu Gershom Meor 
HaGola, Ra’avad cited in Shita Mekubbetzet, and the anony- 
mous opinion cited in Rashi’s commentary. 


When Shmuel says that the animal is certainly a tereifa if the spinal 
cord is cut anywhere until the first gap, does he mean until and 
including" the first gap, in which case if it is cut within the first 
gap the animal is a tereifa? Or perhaps he means until and not 
including the length of the gap itself? 
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Rav Pappa raises a dilemma: If you say that Shmuel means until 
and not including the length of the first gap, and if the spinal cord 
is cut in the first gap the halakha is unknown, then if the spinal cord 
was cut in the mouth of the first branch," exactly where it branches 
off, what is the halakha? Is it considered to be within the first gap, 
in which case the halakha is unknown? Or is it considered before 
the gap, in which case a tear in the mouth renders the animal 
a tereifa? 


Rabbi Yirmeya raises a dilemma: If you say that Shmuel means 
until and including the measure of the first gap, and if the spinal 
cord is cut in the first gap the animal is a tereifa, then if the first 
branch itself," i.e., the first pair of branching nerves, was cut from 
the spinal cord, what is the halakha? 
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The Gemara suggests: Come and hear a proof from a baraita: The 
branch of the spine that was cut shall be considered as normal 
flesh, not as the spine. Therefore, it does not render the animal a 
tereifa, unlike the spinal cord itself. What, is it not referring even to 
the first or second branch? The Gemara responds: No, the baraita 
is referring only to the third branch. But if either of the first two 
pairs of nerves that branch off from the spinal cord are cut, the 
animal is a tereifa. 
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With regard to a bird," the Sages disagreed as to the lower boundary 
of the spinal cord, above which if it is cut, the bird will be rendered 
a tereifa. Rabbi Yannai says: The spinal cord extends until below 
the level of the wings. And Reish Lakish says: Until the point 
between the wings, not below them. 


i 4 : i i P 
Sacrum of a sheep, with schematic diagram of the spinal cord and branching 
nerves, according to Rashi’s interpretation 
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Ulla says: I was standing before Rabbi Shimon ben Pazi, and they 
brought before him a bird whose spine had been injured, and he 
checked until the point between the wings. And at that point a 
messenger of the house of the Nasi sent for him, and he got up 
and went, and I do not know if he left because one does not need 
to check beyond that point, or if due to the honor of the Nasi he 
left without completing the inspection. 


HALAKHA 


Until...until and including, etc. - 151 dopa svi ty: Atthe With regard to a bird — xaiya: A bird is rendered a tereifa if 
point where the spinal cord passes the thighs, it branches out the spinal cord is cut at any point down to where the wings 
three times to the right and left. If the spinal cord is cut at any are attached to the body. This is in accordance with the opinion 
point from the beginning of the neck down to and including of Rabbi Yannai according to the version of the text found in 
the mouth of the third branch, the animal is a tereifa. This rul- commentaries such as the Rif, in which the opinions are the 
ing follows stringent opinions on the unresolved issues here: reverse of those found in the standard text. Since Rabbi Yan- 
What the ruling is with regard to the second gap, whether the nai was the teacher of Rabbi Yohanan, who in turn was the 
word until is inclusive, and what the halakha is with regard to teacher of Reish Lakish, the halakhic authorities therefore rule in 
the mouth of the branch. Some are lenient with regard to the accordance with his opinion. This halakha is also in accordance 
mouth of the third branch itself in cases of potential monetary with the opinion of the Rosh that the word until is not inclusive. 
loss (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Shehita 9:3-4; Shulhan The Rema writes that some commentaries, such as the Rashba, 
Arukh, Yoreh De'a 32:5 and Shakh there). deem the animal a tereifa if the spinal cord is cut at any point 
down to the end of the area where the bone of the wing lies 
when folded, in accordance with the opinion: Below the level 


The branch itself - ayy mwas: At the first and second points 
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where the spinal cord branches, if one of the two nerves 
branching off the spinal cord is cut, the animal is a tereifa. If one 
of the branching nerves from the third point is cut, the animal 
is kosher, in accordance with the conclusion of the Gemara 
(Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Shehita 9:3-4; Shulhan Arukh, 
Yoreh De’a 32:5). 


of the wings, in accordance with the standard version of the 
text. He adds that in cases of potential monetary loss one may 
consider the area until the end of where the bone of the wing 
connects to the body as not being part of the spinal cord (Ram- 
bam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Shehita 9:4; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh 
De'a 32:5, and see Darkhei Teshuva and Kaf HaHayyim there). 
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§ The mishna states: If the liver was removed and nothing 
remained of it, the animal is a tereifa. The Gemara asks: It follows, 
therefore, that if anything remained of it, the animal is kosher, 
even if the remaining piece does not constitute an olive-bulk. But 
didn’t we learn in a mishna on 54a: If the liver was removed and 
an olive-bulk of it remained, it is kosher? One can infer that ifless 
remained, it is a tereifa. 


Rav Yosef said: This is not difficult. This mishna is in accordance 
with the opinion of Rabbi Hiyya, while that mishna later in the 
chapter is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Shimon, son of 
Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi. This is like that incident in which an amount 
smaller than an olive-bulk remained of the liver, and Rabbi Hiyya 
discarded it," as he holds that the animal is a tereifa, but Rabbi 
Shimon, son of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi, dipped it in a seasoning and 
ate it. And your mnemonic to remember which Sage maintained 
which opinion is: The rich are stingy. Rabbi Shimon, son of Rabbi 
Yehuda HaNasi, was wealthy, but he nevertheless did not allow the 
meat to go to waste. 


The Gemara relates that a certain royal army came to Pumbedita, 
and Rabba and Rav Yosef fled the city, whereupon Rabbi Zeira 
met them. Rabbi Zeira said to them: Refugees," hear this halakha: 
The olive-bulk that the Sages said must remain of the liver so the 
animal will remain kosher must be in the place where the liver 
connects to the gallbladder. Rav Adda bar Ahava says: The olive- 
bulk must be in the place that the liver lives," i.e., is connected to 
the other organs, under the right kidney. Rav Pappa said: Therefore, 
in order to satisfy both opinions, we require" an olive-bulk in the 
place of the gallbladder, and we also require an olive-bulk in the 
place that it lives. Otherwise, the animal is a tereifa. 


Rabbi Yirmeya raises a dilemma: If the olive-bulk that remained 
was not all in one piece, but rather small pieces that could be gath- 
ered together to form the requisite measure, what is the halakha? 
Alternatively, ifit was long and thin like a strip, what is the halakha? 
Rav Ashi raises a dilemma: If the olive-bulk was flat," broad but 
thinner than an olive, what is the halakha? To all these questions 
the Gemara responds: The dilemma shall stand unresolved. 


Rabbi Zerika asked Rabbi Ami: If the liver was detached" from 
the other organs in numerous places and was attached only to its 
membranes [betarpasheha],' but the liver itself remained intact, 
what is the halakha? Rabbi Ami said to him: With regard to the 
halakha, I do not know what the significance is of this detachment 
that you mentioned. If you rule according to the one who says that 
an olive-bulk must remain in the place of the gallbladder, that is 
the case here. And if you rule according to the one who says that 
it must be in the place that it lives, that is the case here as well. 
Consequently, there is no doubt that the animal is kosher. 


LANGUAGE 


Its membranes [tarpasheha] — 


sacrifices (see 38b). 


mwarw: Tarpash is an Aramaic 
word meaning membrane or envelope. It resembles the Syriac 
tarpashta, meaning a thin layer of flesh (see also 49b, in reference 
to the heart's membrane). Here, the Gemara is referring to the 
diaphragm, which is connected to the anterior of the liver. In fact, 
the majority of early commentaries consider the diaphragm to 
be the lobe of the liver mentioned in the Torah with regard to 


Glade Lear ling Hisn 


Side view of an animal's internal organs 


NOTES 


Like that incident in which Rabbi Hiyya discarded 
it, etc. - 3) ay PT NM ATT NT 9D: The explanation 
in the commentary “here follows the interpretation of 
Rashi’s teachers. Rashi himself explains that the case 
refers not to an animal whose liver was missing a piece, 
but to whether the consumption of the liver itself is 
permitted. Rabbi Hiyya would not eat liver in gen- 
eral, because he did not consider it true meat. Rabbi 
Shimon, son of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi, would eat it to 
improve his health, since the liver is necessary for the 
animal to survive (see Berakhot 44b). Consequently, 
the opinions are reversed: According to Rabbi Shimon, 
son of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi, the liver is necessary for 
the animal to survive, and therefore the animal must 
retain at least an olive-bulk of its own liver or else be 
rendered a tereifa (see 33a). According to Rabbi Hiyya, 
the animal does not require an olive-bulk of its own 
liver to survive. 


Refugees — Ħin: This is said in jest, since Rabbi Zeira 
himself did not flee, as recounted in tractate Sanhedrin 
(25b). His father was a tax collector, and when the army 
arrived he would advise the Sages to hide, though he 
himself was not afraid (Tosafot). 


In the place that the liver lives - mn wnw Dipaa: 
Some explain that this phrase refers to the connec- 
tion itself between the gallbladder and the liver, as 
opposed to the section of the liver facing the gallblad- 
der (Or Zarua). 


HALAKHA 

We require, etc. — 131 9X3: If the liver is missing, the 
animal is a tereifa, unless two olive-bulks remain: One 
at the point connected to the gallbladder, and one at 
the point where it is attached to the other organs, in 
accordance with the opinion of Rav Pappa. Each of 
these olive-bulks must be whole and in one place. Hal- 
akhic authorities disagree as to whether the liver’s point 
of attachment to the other organs is considered to be 
the attachment to the kidneys or to the diaphragm, 
and therefore in practice three olive-bulks are required 
(Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Shehita 8:21; Shulhan 
Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 41:1 and Shakh there). 


Gathered...like a strip...flat — ...71¥"D.. oponn 
TTA: If one of the requisite olive- bulks remaining ‘of 
the liver is broken into smaller parts, or elongated like 
a strip, or flattened so that it is thinner than an olive, 
the animal is a tereifa. This is because it is customary 
to rule stringently with regard to all unresolved issues 
of prohibition in the Gemara (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, 
Hilkhot Shehita 8:22; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh Dea 41:1). 


Was detached — mabey: If the liver was detached in 
several places but still attached to its membranes, the 
animal is kosher. The Rambam writes that if is detached 
both from its point of attachment to the organs and 
from the gallbladder, the animal is a tereifa (Rambam 
Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Shehita 8:21; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh 
De’a 41:5; see Arukh HaShulhan and Darkhei Teshuva 
there). 
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NOTES 


It is obvious that if the outer membrane is perfo- 
rated, etc. — Di meebo yp» x MBNA: The Gemara 
here rules in accordance with the second version of 
Rav, Shmuel, and Rav Asi’s statement, that a perfora- 
tion in the upper membrane alone does not render 
the animal a tereifa. At issue here is whether, accord- 
ing to this version, a perforation in the lower mem- 
brane alone is sufficient to render the animal a tereifa, 
or whether both membranes must be perforated. 


HALAKHA 


If the outer membrane is perforated but the inner 
membrane is not perforated — xy nyy DPIN 
axan DXpry: The lungs are surrounded by two 
membranes. If only one was perforated, or even if 
both were perforated but the perforations were not 
adjacent to one another, the animal is kosher. If both 
perforations are adjacent to one another the animal is 
a tereifa, in accordance with the opinion of Rav Yosef 
on the next amud. Some deem the animal a tereifa 
even if both are perforated but the perforations are 
not adjacent, since air can still escape, and such is the 
custom. Still, if the two perforations are on different 
sides of the lungs, the animal is kosher (Rambam Sefer 
Kedusha, Hilkhot Shehita 7:1; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 
36:1 and in the comment of Rema, and Taz there). 


This animal with a lung whose membrane was 
removed — what mK 7: If the outer Membrane 
of the lung was removed, the animal is kosher but 
must be inspected (see Halakhot Gedolot). The inspec- 
tion is indispensable; if not checked, the animal is 
a possible tereifa (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot 
Shehita 7:1; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De'a 36:2 and Shakh 
there). 


Perek IH 
Daf46 Amud b 


HALAKHA 

This lung that emits a sound — KØNYT ANY) NT: 
f a lung emits a sound when inflated, and one can 
discern the point from which the sound comes, then 
one places saliva or straw or a similar substance over 
he area and inflates the lung. If the substance is dis- 
urbed due to escaping air, the lung is perforated and 
he animal is a tereifa. If the place from which the 
sound comes is not discernible, one brings a basin 
of tepid water, places the lung inside and inflates it. 
f bubbles appear in the water, the animal is a tereifa. 
f not, only the inner membrane has been perforated. 
The sound comes from the air moving between the 
wo membranes, and the animal is kosher, in accor- 
dance with the opinion of Rav Yosef (Rambam Sefer 
Kedusha, Hilkhot Shehita 7:7; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh 
Dea 36:4). 
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§ The mishna states: The lung that was perforated renders the 
animal a tereifa. The Gemara quotes Rav and Shmuel and Rav Asi, 
who all say: The mishna is referring specifically to the outer mem- 
brane. And some say that they said that the mishna is referring 
specifically to the inner membrane.’ Rav Yosef bar Minyumi said 
that Rav Nahman said: And your mnemonic should be: The red 
robe in which the lung rests. The inner membrane is red, while 
the outer membrane is white, and according to Rav Nahman, the 
mishna is referring to the inner membrane. 


The Gemara comments: It is obvious that if the outer membrane 
is perforated” but the inner membrane is not perforated," the 
inner membrane protects the lung, and the animal is kosher. This 
is in accordance with the statement of Rabba, as Rabba says: This 
animal with a lung whose outer membrane was removed," 


Outer membrane...inner membrane - Kp.. py xa? 
ngan: The membranes surrounding the lungs are known as pleura. 
In the Talmud, the term outer membrane refers to the inner, visceral 
pleura, which covers the lungs, while the term inner membrane 
refers not to the pleura but to the walls of the lungs themselves, 
which rest inside the visceral pleura. These consist of the outer layer 
of alveoli, the chambers for gas exchange that lie at the ends of 
the bronchioles. The alveoli, when clustered tightly together, form 
a layer referred to here as a membrane. The color of this layer is red, 
due to the numerous blood vessels that run through the alveoli. 
The visceral pleura is pale, as it consists of epithelium, which does 


not contain blood vessels. 


ASAD PIN MWI - NPBA NITED 
PPA NWS PID = MSY DPX?) 


N TAN T MYST) NTI 31 TB 979 
ATTS p31 NSM Prd WAS TWN PNI 
NUIT ANN ADH IVRIT. 
Ay PAPA - NUM NDT PIP WS 
- MY BEINN XMS Se NAT ÍK MOT 
PUY NI AWE = XP one) TDW 
NDT KIDNA PND - KUNY TT 

maA md panin wwe 


- KY papa Pya - xb mana 
KPIA NUDI PAMA NPN PW 
TWD — WT MDT - N¥BEIDN A? 
NT DPPN NI TY DPPN MSA 

MPD VIT NP — KONNT 


BACKGROUND 


Alveoli and visceral pleura 


so that it looks like a red date, is kosher; all the more so is that the 
case if it was only perforated. But if the inner membrane was per- 
forated but the outer membrane was not perforated, does the 
outer membrane protect the lung? Or does it not protect it, in 
which case the animal is a tereifa? 


Rav Aha and Ravina disagree with regard to this question. One 
says: It does not protect the lung; and one says: It protects the 
lung. And the halakha is that it protects the lung, in accordance 
with the statement of Rav Yosef. As Rav Yosef says: With regard 
to this lung that emits a sound" when inflated, if we know from 
where it emits a sound, we set a feather, or saliva, or straw on that 
point. If the saliva bubbles when the lung is inflated, the animal is 
a tereifa, since this proves that the lung is perforated through both 
membranes. And if not, the animal is kosher. And if we do not 
know from where it emits a sound, we bring a basin of tepid water 
and set the lung inside it. 


One cannot place it in hot water, as it causes the lung to contract, 
closing the perforation. And one cannot place it in cold water, as 
it hardens the lung and may cause it to crack. Rather, we set it in 
tepid water and inflate it. If the water bubbles, the animal is a 
tereifa. And if not, the animal is kosher, since it is apparent that only 
the inner membrane is perforated and the outer membrane is not 
perforated, and the fact that it emits a sound is due to the air 
moving in the space between the two membranes. Evidently, Rav 
Yosef holds that if only the inner membrane is perforated, the animal 
is kosher. 
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Q The Gemara provides a mnemonic to remember the following 
statements of Rava with regard to the lung: Dates, red, that dried, 
scabbed. 


The Gemara turns to the matter itself mentioned above: Rava says: 
This animal with a lung whose outer membrane was removed so 
that it looks like a red date is kosher. And Rava says: With regard 
to a lung whose outer membrane reddened™ due to bleeding of 
the lung, if only part of it turned red, then the animal is kosher, but 
if all of it turned red, the animal is a tereifa. 


Ravina said to Rava: What is the reason that the animal is kosher 
if only part of the outer membrane reddened? Presumably, it is 
because the animal eventually recovers from the wound. But even 
if all of it turned red as well, the animal recovers. Isn’t it taught in 
a baraita: If one injures one of the eight impure creeping creatures 
mentioned in the Torah, one is liable for desecrating Shabbat; but 
if one injures other repugnant creatures and creeping animals," 
one is not liable until blood leaves their body as a result of the 
injury, even if their skin reddens as a result of internal bleeding? 


And if you would say: We compare the lung to one of the eight 
creeping creatures, as it is taught in a baraita: If the blood col- 
lected under the skin of one of the eight creeping creatures, even 
if it did not leave the body, one is liable for desecrating Shabbat, 
because the blood will not be reabsorbed into the body and the 
wound is permanent; that is difficult: If so, then there is still no 
reason to distinguish between part of the lung and all of it, and even 
if only part of the lung turned red, the animal should be rendered 
a tereifa as well, because the blood will not be reabsorbed into the 
body. Rather, there is no difference’ between the reddening of 
part or all of the lung. 


NOTES 
life force of the animal, as the verse states: “For the blood is the life” 


Lung whose outer membrane reddened — mat TN: Accord- 
ing to Rashi, a reddened membrane renders the animal a tereifa 
because it is inevitable that the blood will exit the membrane. The 
outer membrane is therefore already considered to be perforated. 
Ravina claims that according to this logic there is no reason to 
distinguish between a membrane that is partially or completely 
reddened. If the blood can be reabsorbed, neither case will result 
in a tereifa, and if not, both will. 


Other repugnant creatures and creeping animals - oxpw IKw 
pwr: These halakhot concern the prohibition of causing injury on 
Shabbat. Based on the Gemara here, most commentaries agree that 
this is an extension of the prohibition of killing a creature on Shabbat. 
The reason is that injury causes loss of blood, which is linked to the 


Lung whose outer membrane reddened — TINY Tg: If a 
lung has reddened either partially or completely, even if its shade is 
extremely bright or deep, the animal is kosher, in accordance with 
the opinion of Ravina, as interpreted by Rashi and the majority of 
the early commentaries. According to Rabbeinu Efrayim, if there is 
a wound on the chest wall facing the reddened lung, the animal 
is a tereifa. This ruling is in accordance with Rabbeinu Hananel’s 
interpretation of Ravina’s statement here, that a reddened lung is 
a tereifa. The custom of Ashkenazic communities is to inspect the 
chest wall (Rema). If one did not inspect it, the meat is kosher after 
the fact (Simla Hadasha). The custom of Sephardic communities is 


HALAKHA 


(Deuteronomy 12:23). 


Rather, there is no difference - KY xb Kby: In both cases the 
animal is kosher, because it can recover. This is inferred on 47b by 
Rava from the statement of Rabbi Natan (see Rashi). By contrast, 
Rabbeinu Hananel understands that in both cases the animal is a 
tereifa, though he himself rules in Rabbi Natan’s case that the animal 
is kosher. Some reconcile these two rulings by explaining that in the 
latter case the lung turns white when inflated, while in the former 
the lung remains red even when inflated (Rabbeinu Yitzhak). Others 
explain that in the former case the lung is especially red due to some 
condition, whereas in the latter the redness is only due to bleeding 
and the wound would heal (Rabbeinu Efrayim; see Rosh). 


to deem the animal kosher even if there is a wound on the chest 
wall (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Shehita 7:16, 19; Shulhan Arukh, 
Yoreh De'a 38:4 and Kaf HaHayyim there). 


Other repugnant creatures and creeping animals - oxpw IKw 
own: If, on Shabbat, one injures one of the eight impure creep- 
ing creatures mentioned in the Torah, one is liable for desecrating 
Shabbat if the injury causes blood to collect under the skin. If one 
injures any other repugnant creature or creeping animal, he is not 
liable unless he causes blood to issue from the body, in accordance 
with the mishna in Shabbat 107a (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot 
Shabbat 8:9; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 316:8). 
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And Rava says: If part of the lung was dried," the animal isa tereifa. 
And how much must the lung be dried so as to render the animal a 
tereifa? Rav Pappi says in the name of Rava: It must be so dry that 
it can be crumbled with a fingernail. 


The Gemara asks: In accordance with whose opinion is this state- 
ment? Is it in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yosei ben 
HaMeshullam? As it is taught in a mishna (Bekhorot 37a): Ifa kosher 
firstborn animal has a blemish, such as a dried ear, it may be slaugh- 
tered outside the Temple. What is a dried ear?" It is any ear that if 
perforated does not bleed a drop. Rabbi Yosei ben HaMeshullam 
says: It must be so dry that it can be crumbled with a fingernail. 


The Gemara responds: You may even say that the statement is in 
accordance with the opinion of the Rabbis. With regard to the ear 
of a firstborn, which is exposed to the wind, the Rabbis hold that 
the animal would not recover if it is so dry that it does not bleed. 
But with regard to the lung, which is not exposed to the wind, the 
animal would recover unless it is so dry that it can be crumbled with 
a fingernail. And Rava says: This lung that stands before us covered 
in scabs," or covered in black marks," or covered in sores with 
different appearances," is nevertheless kosher. 


§ Ameimar says in the name of Rava: One may not compare 
cysts" of the lungs. If one finds a perforated cyst on the lung, but 
does not know whether it was perforated before or after slaughter, 
he may not perform a test by perforating another cyst in order to 
compare their appearances. 


HALAKHA 


If part of the lung was dried — Anypia mwaw mK: A dried lung is 
considered to be missing a piece. Therefore, even if only part of the 
lung dried, the animal is a tereifa. This applies as long as the dried 
part is so dry it can be crumbled with a fingernail, in accordance 
with the statement of Rav Pappi in the name of Rava. Some add 
that if the lung was sufficiently dry such that if one scratches the 
lung itself with the fingernail he can afterward see the scratch in the 
flesh, the animal is a tereifa (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Shehita 
8:7; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De'a 36:13 and in the comment of Rema, 
and see Arukh HaShulhan there). 


Whatisa dried ear — Twa» 77 HK: If the ear of a firstborn animal is 
so dried that it does not bleed, the animal is blemished and may not 
be sacrificed. It may therefore be slaughtered outside the Temple, 
in accordance with the opinion of the first tanna in the mishna and 
the Gemara here (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Biat HaMikdash 7:3; 
see Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De'a 309:2 and Beit Yosef). 


Covered in scabs — tbs tb: If the lungs are intact but covered 
with peeling layers, the animal is kosher, in accordance with the 


Covered in black marks — "2318 "231%: The Gemara rules (47b) that 
if a lung blackened and resembles the color of eye shadow, the 
animal is kosher, while if it resembles the color of ink the animal is 
a tereifa. Some explain that in the case of the Gemara here the color 
of the lungs is inky black, yet the animal remains kosher because it is 
merely covered with marks as opposed to having entirely changed 
color (Ra’avad; Tosafot). Others posit that while in the case discussed 
on 47b the lung itself turns black, here it is covered in black growths 
(Ra’ah). The geonim understand that in the case in the Gemara 
here as well, the animal is only kosher if the marks are not as black 
as ink. This is also the ruling of the Rambam. According to this 
understanding, the Gemara teaches that the appearance of several 
black marks is no worse an affliction than a blackened lung, and so 
here too, the animal is not rendered a tereifa unless the marks are 
sufficiently black (Meiri). 


NOTES 


statement of Rava (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Shehita 7:19; 
Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh Dea 38:5). 


Covered in black marks or covered in sores with different appear- 
ances — KONT KONT DIK IDN: If the lung is an acceptable color 
(see 47b), even if it is covered in sores of different colors, the animal 

is kosher, in accordance with the statement of Rava (Rambam Sefer 
Kedusha, Hilkhot Shehita 7:19; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 38:4). 


One may not compare cysts — 9333 92°12 px: If a perforation is 
found in a cyst on the lung, and it is uncertain whether the per- 
foration occurred before or after slaughter, and it was not found 
in a location in which it can be attributed to the handling of the 
butcher during inspection, then the animal is a tereifa. One may 
not make a second perforation in another cyst and compare the 
two, since cysts change in appearance and this will not prove that 
the first perforation is recent, in accordance with the statement 
of Ameimar (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Shehita 7:13; Shulhan 
Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 37:6). 


One may not compare cysts — 912.3 papa prs: This refers to small 
growths filled with fluid found on the surface of the lung. If a cyst 
is perforated before the animal is slaughtered, it is considered as 
though the lung itself has been perforated, and the animal is a 
tereifa. In the case in the Gemara here, a perforation is found on the 
cyst, but it is unclear whether the perforation appeared before or 
after the animal was slaughtered, and it was not found in a location 
where it can be attributed to the handling of the butcher during 
inspection after slaughter (see 49a). In general, one can determine 
whether a perforation in the lung appeared after slaughter by mak- 
ing a second perforation in the lung and comparing the two. If the 
two perforations seem similar, one may presume that the first was 
also made after slaughter. Rava teaches that this principle may not 
be extended to cysts, since their appearance changes constantly, 
and the perforated cyst may have had a different appearance 
beforehand (Rashi). 
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certain that these adhesions arose due to a perforation of the lung, 
rendering the animal a tereifa. The Gemara adds: And we said this 
halakha only with regard to adhesions that are out of order," where 


a lobe adhered to a non-adjacent lobe. But with regard to adhesions 
that are in order, that is their normal manner of growth, and the 


animal is kosher. 


These two lobes [unei] that adhere — (DYBT NN OM 7: 
The lungs consist of several lobes [unot], two on the left and 
three on the right, and two larger caudal lobes [umot], which 
constitute the lower lungs. Adhesions, in which thin strands of 
particularly viscous mucus extend from one lobe to another, 
are a relatively common phenomenon in the lungs. Early com- 
mentaries discuss the case of an adhesion that is not connected 
to another lobe, and whether the halakhot of adhesions apply 
equally to the caudal lobes (Rashi; Tosafot). 

According to the geonim, the Gemara here refers to adhe- 
sions of any size. Rabbeinu Hananel attests to a received tradi- 
ion that this statement applies only to adhesions that fully 
use the two lobes, without any empty space between them. 
This may be the significance of the word: Adhere, as opposed 
o the text of the Halakhot Gedolot, which refers to two lobes 
hat adjoin one another. 

The early commentaries cite two justifications for the prohi- 
bition of an animal with an adhesion of the lung. Rashi explains 
hat adhesions arise as a result of perforations, and therefore 
he animal is presumably a tereifa due to perforation of the 
ungs. By contrast, Rabbeinu Yitzhak explains that adhesions 
arise naturally in lungs that have not been perforated, but it is 
assumed that the adhesions will eventually be torn, causing a 
perforation of the lung. Since perforations will inevitably arise in 
the lungs, they are considered to be perforated already. 


These two lobes of the lung that adhere to one another — 2 
many) JIHAD NN N: If adhesions are found between any two 
non-adjacent lobes, the animal is a tereifa. If the adhesions are 
between two adjacent lobes, the animal is kosher and does 
not require inspection, in accordance with the statement of 
Rava. Nevertheless, the adhesions must be in a location where 
he adjacent lobes are in contact each other when the lung is 
inflated. The Rema writes: Some commentaries (Josafot, citing 
Rabbeinu Gershom Meor HaGola) hold that even in such a case, 
one must inspect the lung for perforations by inflating it. This 
ollows the explanation of the Ran, who understands that since 
he phrase: Have no need for inspection, is stated with regard 
o non-adjacent lobes, this indicates that cases of adhesions 
between adjacent lobes do require inspection. Today there is no 
received tradition as to how to inspect the lung, and therefore 
in all cases that require inspection the animal must be deemed 
a tereifa (see Taz). The custom in Ashkenazic communities is to 
deem the animal kosher, without inspection, when an adhe- 
sion is found between two adjacent lobes, on their lower half. 


Two lobes of the lung that adhere to one another — 21% AIH 
any 1217: Modern medical science has found that adhesions 
of the lung appear in both humans and animals as a result 
of an infection, especially pleurisy, the inflammation of the 
membranes surrounding the lungs. When an infection occurs, 
the pleural membranes become more permeable, and the body 
secretes substances into the lungs to strengthen the tissue 
there. Effective prevention of pulmonary disease in animals 
significantly lowers the risk of lung adhesions. 


Lung with adhesion connecting a smaller lobe with a caudal lobe 


That are out of order - 11193 Kow: Rashi explains that although 
adhesions of the lung are caused by perforations, if they are 
in adjacent lobes the perforations will be able to heal. Other 
early commentaries challenge this interpretation, since if it is 
theoretically possible for a perforation in the lung to heal, it 
should not render an animal a tereifa. But according to Rab- 
beinu Yitzhak’s explanation that adhesions only indicate the 
inevitability of a perforation in the future, it is logical that this 
would apply more readily to non-adjacent lobes, where the 
tension on the adhesion caused by the movement of the non- 
adjacent lobes would lead to perforation. Some understand 
Rashi’s explanation as follows: Although some perforations 
can heal by itself, one cannot know which ones would do 
so without evidence. An adhesion between adjacent lobes 
is sufficient evidence that the perforation would be able to 
heal by itself, and such a perforation that is sealed by adjacent 
tissue is not considered a tereifa from the outset (Ra’ah; Ran). 
Alternatively, the Ra’avad suggests that adhesions on adjacent 
lobes specifically do not indicate perforations, as they can be 
formed as a result of normal pressure of the lobes against one 
another. Adhesions found on non-adjacent lobes, though, are 
a result of perforations. 


Additionally if a film forms connecting the two lobes from their 
base up until half their height, the animal is kosher. In Sephardic 
communities, the animal is deemed kosher even when the 
adhesion is on the upper half of the lobes (Peri Hadash). 

The Shulhan Arukh contains a clause stating explicitly that 
there is no distinction with regard to rendering an animal a 
tereifa between fine, hair-like adhesions and larger ones. The 
Rema, by contrast, writes that the custom is to test the adhe- 
sions by squeezing them. If the adhesion comes apart when 
squeezed, it is considered mucus, rather than a true adhesion, 
and does not render the animal a tereifa. Others have the cus- 
tom of removing the adhesion and inspecting the lung for 
perforations by inflating it (see Pithei Teshuva). Still, many Ash- 
kenazic communities are stringent in this respect and consume 
meat only from animals with no adhesions at all on their lungs. 
This meat is called glatt in Yiddish and halak in Hebrew, mean- 
ing smooth (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Shehita 8:5; Shulhan 
Arukh, Yoreh Dea 39:4, 10, 13, and in the comment of Rema). 
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Cysts — 133: Cysts are small sacs filled with clear fluid, pus, 
or air, and covered by a membrane. Cysts range in size from 
a few millimeters to over 15 cm and are found in different 
locations on many internal organs, including the lungs, liver, 
and kidneys. According to the majority of commentaries, the 
cysts described here are found on the surface of the lung 
itself, beneath the membrane. 

Cysts containing clear fluid are often signs of an inter- 
mediate stage of the development of cestodes, a type of 
parasitic tapeworm. The eggs of the cestode enter the 
body through the digestive system, reach different internal 
organs, and develop into cysts. By contrast, cysts contain- 
ing pus, technically called abscesses, are the result of infec- 
tion caused by injury or disease, such as tuberculosis. An 
abscess is formed when white blood cells, which appear as 
pus, migrate to an infected area and then accumulate in a 
confined area. Nearby healthy tissue then walls them off to 
isolate the infection. 


One cyst that looks like two — ND KYT XIN: 


A 


Two cysts emptying into each other 


Two separate cysts 


LANGUAGE 
Lobes [unnei] — '3%: The word unna, or udna, is Aramaic, 
meaning ear, and is related to the Hebrew ozen, meaning 
the same. It refers to objects having the shape of an ear, 
such as the handle of a vessel or a lobe of the lungs. In the 
latter sense, the word entered Hebrew as una during the 
geonic period. 
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And Rava says: These two cysts® that are adjacent’ to one 
another" on the lung have no need for inspection. The animal is 
definitely a tereifa, since it is presumed that the cysts formed around 
a perforation in the lung. But if there is only one cyst that looks like 
two,® due to a depression in the middle, we bring a thorn and 
pierce it to remove the fluid inside. If the fluids from either side 
empty into one another, this indicates that it is one cyst, and the 


animal is kosher. And if not, they are two separate cysts, and the 
animal is a tereifa. 
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These two cysts that are adjacent — sap ya AIA N: If two 
adjacent cysts are found on the lung, with none of the surface of 
the outer membrane visible between them, one must presume 
that a perforation in the membrane gave rise to the cysts. Even 
if the lung is sealed now, it is due to a scab that grew over the 
perforation, and the animal remains a tereifa, in accordance 
with the Gemara on the next amud (Rashi). According to the 
Rambam, the animal is a tereifa because the cysts may hide a 
perforation between them that would be impossible to detect. 
Other early commentaries posit that the membrane between 
he two cysts deteriorates and is therefore already considered to 
be perforated, or that the pressure between the cysts will inevi- 
ably cause a perforation in the lung itself (Ma'aseh HaGeonim; 
Rashba; Or Zarua, citing Rabbeinu Yitzhak of Dampierre). Rab- 
beinu Hananel possessed a version of the Gemara text referring 
o an adhesion between two cysts, rather than two adjacent 
cysts. He explains that the animal is a tereifa because adhe- 
sions arise as a result of perforation (Sefer HaMeorot; Rabbeinu 
Yehonatan of Lunel; Ra’ah). 


Five lobes, etc. — 31°38% wan: These five lobes are found 
toward the front of the chest cavity and extend from the center 
of the lungs in different directions, becoming thinner at their 
edges. The lobes are of different sizes and shapes, and the Sages 
throughout the generations have specific names for each of 
them. Air enters each lobe through a bronchial tube branching 


These two cysts that are adjacent to one another — 19°37 
"TD 13297 "Ia: If two cysts are adjacent to one another 
on the lung, the animal is prohibited for consumption. If one 
suspects that they are in fact one cyst, he may check by perfo- 
rating one of the cysts to see if the fluid of the second escapes 
as well. If not, the cysts are separate and the animal is a tereifa, 
in accordance with the statement of Rava. If the cysts do not 
contain fluid, the animal is kosher even if they are separate. The 
Rema writes that if two hairs can be inserted between the cysts 
when the lung is inflated, the cysts are not considered adjacent, 
so long as the space between them has the normal appearance 
of the surface of the lung. Some deem the animal kosher even if 
the lung has two adjacent cysts, ifthe fluid within them is clear. 
The majority of the later commentaries rule stringently in this 
regard (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Shehita 7:1; Shulhan 
Arukh, Yoreh De'a 37:3). 


The lung has five lobes — moh ay WRIN Wan: The lungs 
have five lobes, three on the right and two on the left, when 


NOTES 


HALAKHA 


§ And Rava says: The lung has five lobes [unnei]."™! When the 
animal hangs by its legs with its face toward the person checking 
it, he sees three lobes on his right and two on his left. If the animal 
is missing a lobe or has an extra lobe, or if the lobes were switched, 
with two on the right and three on the left, the animal is a tereifa. 


off one of the two main bronchi that in turn branch out from 
the windpipe. In addition to these five lobes, there are two 
larger caudal lobes that constitute the base of the lungs, further 
from the animal's head. The geonim and early commentaries 
referred to these as umot, echoing the language of the mishna 
(Nega‘im 4:8) referring to the base of a leprous mark. According 
to Rabbeinu Tam, the word derives from the Hebrew word for 
mother [em], since the lesser lobes nurse from the caudal lobes 
(Sefer HaYashar; see Yam shel Shlomo). 


Lobes of the lungs, when the animal is hung by the legs 


he animal is viewed hanging by its feet, facing the butcher 
such that the animal's right side and the butcher's right side 
are aligned. If either side was missing a lobe, or one lobe was 
ocated on the wrong side, the animal is a tereifa, in accordance 
with the statement of Rava. According to the Mahari Weil, the 
shapes of the right and left lobes differ, and if one of them 
as the wrong shape the animal is a tereifa. Additionally, if the 
middle right lobe is larger than the lower right lobe, if the upper 
eft lobe is larger than the upper right lobe, or if the right caudal 
obe is larger than the left, the lobes are considered switched, 
rendering the animal a tereifa. All of these rulings are accepted 
as halakha by the Rema as well. The Maharshal disagrees, and 
some authorities therefore permit the animal for consumption 
in cases of potential monetary loss. In Sephardic communi- 
ties, such cases are not deemed to constitute switched lobes, 
and the animal is permitted for consumption (Rambam Sefer 
Kedusha, Hilkhot Shehita 8:1; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De'a 35:2 and 
Shakh and Kaf HaHayyim there). 
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The Gemara relates that a certain lung that had an extra lobe was 
brought before Mareimar. Rav Aha was sitting at the door of 
Mareimar’s house. When the animal’s owner was leaving, Rav Aha 
said to him: What did Mareimar say to you? The man said to him: 
Mareimar deemed it kosher. Rav Aha was surprised by this, because 
it contradicts Rava’s statement, so he said to him: Turn around and 
bring the animal before him. The owner did so. Mareimar realized 
why he was being asked twice, and said to him: Go tell whomever 
is sitting at the door: The halakha is not in accordance with the 
opinion of Rava" in the case of an animal that has an extra" lobe. 


The Gemara adds: And this statement applies only when the extra 
lobe stands in line with the other lobes, on the left or right. But if 
it is in between the two sides, the animal is a tereifa. 


The Gemara relates that a certain animal with an extra lobe in 
between" the two sides was brought before Rav Ashi. Rav Ashi 
thought to deem it a tereifa. Rav Huna Mar bar Avya said to him: 
All those animals that graze outside in the fields have extra lobes 
like this," and butchers call it the little rose lobe." The Gemara 
adds: And this statement applies only when the extra lobe is on the 
inside face of the lung, facing the heart. 


NOTES 


The halakha is not in accordance with the opinion of Rava — 
KINT PMD xnaba nb: Though extra limbs generally do render 
an animal a tereifa, here the animal remains kosher since lungs 
naturally branch into several sections. The animal is therefore a 
tereifa only when missing a lobe (Meiri; Radbaz). Others suggest 
that extra lobes in the normal location of the lungs are actually 
an advantage to the animal (Yavin Shemua). 


A certain animal with an extra lobe in between, etc. - 183 1777 
"1311293: According to the Rif and others, this episode contradicts 
the statement immediately beforehand that such an animal is a 
tereifa. According to Tosafot and Sefer Halttur, this is a separate 
case in which the extra lobe is of a very small size. If the lobe had 
been larger, the animal would have been a tereifa. 


All those animals that graze outside [baraita] have extra lobes 
like this - ay) DVN DI MOVIE PTT IT bs: The word baraita can 
mean simply: Outside, denoting animals that graze in the fields 
or in the marsh. Some commentaries understand the word to 
be related to health [beri‘ut], denoting healthy animals. Other 
commentaries understand this to refer specifically to wild [bar] 
animals. In fact, the Rid cites attestations that an animal known 


Extra — mn Ifthe lungs contain an extra lobe in line with the rest 
of the lobes or on the front side of the lungs, facing the heart, the 
animal is kosher. If the extra lobe is on the back side of the lungs, 
facing the ribs, and it is at least the size of a myrtle leaf when 
inflated, the animal is a tereifa. If it is smaller, the animal is kosher, 
in accordance with the opinion of Mareimar and the conclusion of 
he Gemara. The Rema writes that some deem the animal kosher 
only when the extra lobe is in line with the others, in accordance 
with the earlier clause of the Gemara. The distinction drawn later 
between extra lobes on the front or back side applies only to 
obes that are roughly in line with the others; if such a lobe leans 
backward when the lung is inflated, the animal is a tereifa. Such 
is the custom in both Sephardic and Ashkenazic communities 
(Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Shehita 8:4; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh 
De'a 35:3 and Beit Yosef). 


HALAKHA 


as the bufalo, which may be similar to the modern buffalo, pos- 
sesses extra lobes on its lungs, an assertion attributed by early 
commentaries to Rav Yehudai Gaon (see Sefer HaEshko!). 


Little rose lobe - SINT xma: Rashi writes that this lobe 
is red, thin, and delicate, like a rose petal, though it is noted in 
Sihat Hullin that these lobes are no redder than the rest of the 
ung. According to some early commentaries, such as the Agur, 
he lobe is shaped like a rose rather than flat. Others describe it 
as shaped like the foot of a donkey (Shibbolei HaLeket). The little 
rose lobe projects from the right side of the front of the lungs 
oward the chest, and it is situated toward the right center of the 
ungs, near the base of the right caudal lobe. The little rose lobe 
is surrounded by a small sac, and some therefore refer to it as the 
hief. The geonim discuss the status of the little rose lobe with 
regard to several issues: Whether it compensates for a missing 
obe on the right side, whether it renders the animal a tereifa if 
ound on the left side, whether it is considered adjacent to any 
other lobe such that an adhesion between them does not render 
he animal a tereifa (see 46b), and whether it renders an animal 
a tereifa when it is missing. 


Little rose lobe — STINT xm: The little rose lobe is small and 
ocated on the right center of the lungs, not aligned with the 
other lobes. If it is missing from the lungs or located on the left 
side, or if an animal has two little rose lobes, the animal is kosher. 
Since many animals do not have it at all, no anomaly with regard 
o it will render the animal a tereifa, in accordance with the opin- 
ion of Rav Huna Mar bar Avya (Rosh, citing the Geonim). Such is 
he custom of Sephardic communities (KafHaHayyim). According 
o the Rema, the custom is to deem the animal a tereifa if the little 
rose lobe is missing, in accordance with the opinion of Rabbeinu 
Efrayim. Additionally, if an animal had two little rose lobes, or i 
he little rose lobe was located in the wrong part of the lungs, i 
is considered an extra lobe between the two sides of the lung, 
and the animal is a tereifa (Gra, citing Tosafot). The same halakha 
applies if the little rose lobe is misshapen (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, 
Hilkhot Shehita 8:1; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh Dea 35:2). 
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But if it is on the back of the lung, even if it is as small as a myrtle 
leaf, the animal is a tereifa. 


§ Rafram says: This lung that is similar to a chip" of wood ren- 
ders the animal a tereifa. There are those who say that the similarity 
lies in its appearance," i.e., if it is pale like wood. And there are 


those who say that it lies in its feeling," i.e., if it is hard like wood. 


SUIT NDINI KPIT PONT KINI 
MNT KANI ab nhy MPT 


There are those who say that it is swollen. And there are those 
who say that it is light.’ And there are those who say that it is 


completely smooth," that it has no sectioning of lobes. 
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§ Rava says: Ifthe lung assumed a dark color like eye shadow," the 
animal is kosher. Ifits color is black like ink," the animal is a tereifa. 
As Rabbi Hanina says: Menstrual blood that appears black is actu- 
ally red, except that it decayed. Black color is therefore a sign of 


decay, and the lung is assumed to be defective. 


This lung that is similar to a chip, etc. - xnpix) NOTARY) NT 
^3): The Gemara here discusses several conditions of the lung 
and their respective halakhot. The early commentaries agree that 
one can check for all these conditions at once by inflating the 
lung. Some cite the Gemara earlier (46a) as evidence that none 
of these conditions can render the animal a tereifa unless they 
affect the majority of the lung (Ra‘avad). The majority of the early 
commentaries hold that these conditions can render the animal a 
tereifa even if they affect only a minority of the lung. The Rambam 
likewise writes that, similar to a perforation, these conditions 
render an animal a tereifa if they exist in any amount. 


In its appearance — mma: The Ra'avad understands this to mean 
that the lung is spherical in appearance and does not jut out, even 
if one can see the cracks between the lobes. 


In its feeling - xa: Some commentaries, such as the Ra'avad, 
understand this to mean that the lungs have splinter-like growths 
on them. 


NOTES 


That it is light [difhiza] — prat: Rashi understands the word to 
mean that the lung is hard. Rabbeinu Hananel explains the word 
o mean light, in accordance with the verse: “And they gave him 
hreescore and ten pieces of silver out of the house of Baal Berith, 
wherewith Abimelech hired vain and light [pohazim] fellows, who 
ollowed him” (Judges 9:4). 


Like eye shadow — Kbm: The Rambam understands this to be 
black, but not jet- black like ink. In ancient times, crystals from the 
mineral stibnite, SbS., were ground into dark blue or black powder 
hat was used as eye shadow by women who painted their eyes, 
accenting them and making them appear larger. With regard to 
he Gemara here, the Rambam understands the eye-shadow color 
o be black, but not jet-black like ink. Rashi, by contrast, describes 
it as a dark blue. 


HALAKHA 


This lung that is similar to a chip — xmpixd NOTA ANN: 
A lung that is pale like a wood chip renders the animal prohibited 
for consumption, in accordance with the statement of Rafram, 
with the understanding that it is referring to the lung's appear- 
ance. Some explain that this color is the shade of white found 
in palm branches. Others define it as the color of an egg white 
when cooked. A third interpretation is that it is the white of an 
eggshell (see Bah and Shakh). Since there is no definitive tradition 
with regard to the precise shade of white, the animal is deemed 
a tereifa in any case of uncertainty. The different appearances of 
the lungs mentioned in the Gemara here do not render an animal 
a tereifa unless the lung is inflated and the color does not return 
to normal. Additionally, the animal is not a tereifa even if it is 
covered with congealed blood or pus that gives it the appearance 
of discoloration unless the tissue of the lung itself has changed 
color (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Shehita 7:18; Shulhan Arukh, 
Yoreh Dea 38:1-3). 


In its feeling...swollen...light — xPm5...7MD3...KAw2a: A lung 
that is hard as wood renders the animal a ‘tereifa. The animal is 
likewise rendered a tereifa if the lung is swollen to the width 
of the base of a palm branch or if it is lighter than its natural 
color (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Shehita 8:8; Shulhan Arukh, 
Yoreh De'a 36:10-12 and Gra there, and see Shakh and Arukh 
HaShulhan there). 


That it is smooth — xy: If a lung is completely smooth and 
not sectioned into lobes, the animal is a tereifa, in accordance 
with the Gemara. This applies even if only two lobes are fused. 
But if there is a visible crack the length of a myrtle leaf at the 
appropriate point between the two fused lobes, the animal is 
kosher, no matter how far the crack is from the base of the lobes 
at the bronchi. In addition, the Rema writes that some deem 
that animal kosher no matter the length of the crack, and that 
one may rely on this opinion in cases of potential monetary loss. 
Moreover, some deem the animal kosher even if the two lobes 
are completely fused, provided there is some indication that they 
are in fact two separate lobes, such as separate bronchi for each. 
Some authorities also do not deem a kid or lamb to be a tereifa if 
the lungs are not sectioned, since this may be a normal stage of 
their development (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Shehita 8:6-7; 
Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De'a 35:8). 


Like eye shadow. ..like ink — x772.. xb: If any part of the 
lung turned black like ink, the animal is unfit for consumption. 
If it is only a dark blue, the animal is kosher, in accordance with 
the statement of Rava. The animal is also kosher if the lung is 
any shade that is close to, but not exactly, black (Rambam Sefer 
Kedusha, Hilkhot Shehita 7:17, 19; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 38:1, 4 
and Darkhei Teshuva there). 
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The Gemara continues: If the lung was green," the animal is kosher, 
as can be derived from the episode of Rabbi Natan.” And if it was 
red, it is kosher, as can be derived from the episode of Rabbi Natan. 
As it is taught in a baraita: Rabbi Natan says: Once I went to the 
cities overseas, where one woman came before me who circum- 
cised her first son and he died, and she circumcised her second 
son and he died, and out of concern that circumcising her third son 
might cause him to die as well, she brought him before me. I saw 
that he was red,’ so I said to her: My daughter, wait for him until 
his blood is absorbed into him." She waited for him until his 
blood was absorbed into him and then circumcised him, and he 
survived. And they would call him Natan the Babylonian after 
my name. This incident indicates that a red lung can heal. 


Rabbi Natan further related: And on another occasion I went to 
the state of Cappadocia, and a woman came before me who cir- 
cumcised her first son and he died, and she circumcised her sec- 
ond son and he died. Out of concern that circumcising her third 
son might cause him to die as well, she brought him before me. I 
saw that he was green, i.e., pale. I looked at him and saw that he 
did not have the blood of circumcision in him, i.e., he had a defi- 
ciency of blood such that no blood would emerge from the circum- 
cision. I said to her: My daughter, wait until his blood enters him. 
She waited for his blood to increase and then circumcised him, 
and he survived. And they would call his name Natan the Baby- 
lonian after my name. This incident indicates that a green lung can 
heal as well. 


Rav Kahana says: If the lung has an appearance like the liver," the 
animal is kosher. If it has an appearance like flesh,” the animal is a 
tereifa. And your mnemonic to remember that the latter is a tereifa 
is the verse: “You shall not eat any flesh that is torn of animals 
[tereifa] in the field” (Exodus 22:30). 


HALAKHA 


Green — pry: If the lung is a shade of green resembling a leek, the 
animal is kosher. If it is a shade of yellow resembling an egg yolk, 
saffron, or dodder, the animal is tereifa, in accordance with the state- 
ment of Rava and the conclusion of the Gemara. The same applies if 
itis a color resembling wax (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Shehita 
7:19; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De'a 38:4 and Shakh there). 


Wait for him until his blood is absorbed into him - “Y % FVII 
jntia yha: If a baby appears red or yellow, one may not circum- 
cise him until his appearance returns to normal, in accordance 
with the episode of Rabbi Natan. One must be especially careful in 
this regard, since circumcising an ill newborn constitutes a mortal 


Rabbi Natan — }3 931; Rabbi Natan the Babylonian immigrated to 
Eretz Yisrael and was one of the greatest tannaʻim in the genera- 
ion prior to the redaction of the Mishna. Rabbi Natan was the son 
of the Exilarch in Babylonia, a member of a family of the noblest 
ineage, descended from King David. Due to his prominence as a 
Torah scholar and his lineage, he was named deputy Nasi. He was 
amous for his profound knowledge of the halakhot of monetary 
matters. He was also known for his piety, and it is related that Elijah 
he prophet would appear to him. Rabbi Natan, together with Rabbi 

eir, attempted to depose Rabban Shimon ben Gamliel as the Nasi 


PERSONALITIES 


danger. It is possible to circumcise a child later than the desired time, 
but one cannot revive the dead (Rambam Sefer Ahava, Hilkhot Mila 
1:17; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 263:1). 


Like the liver...like flesh - X1Wa3...%7453: If a lung has the 
appearance of the liver or spleen, the animal is kosher. If it has the 
appearance of flesh, the animal is a tereifa, in accordance with the 
statement of Rav Kahana. Some understand this to refer to the color 
of flesh, while others understand that it refers to the stringy texture 
of flesh (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Shehita 7:17, 19; Shulhan 
Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 38:1, 4 and Arukh HaShulhan). 


of the Sanhedrin for not having been knowledgeable about every 
single tractate of the Mishna. This effort failed, and as punishment 
it was decreed that Rabbi Natan’s opinions would not be attributed 
to him by name in the mishna, but introduced anonymously with 
the phrase: Some say. Nevertheless, this decision was not always 
observed. Rabbi Natan edited several collections of tannaitic pro- 
nouncements, and the tractate Avot deRabbi Natan is named for 
him. Many Sages of the following generation were his students, and 
prominent among them was Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi. 


e publisher 


NOTES 
Green [yerukka] — p17: The word yarok in the lan- 
guage of the Sages refers to several colors, ranging 
rom a bluish shade of green seen in some vegeta- 
bles, such as leeks, to shades of pale yellow found 
in dodder, to the bright reddish orange of saffron. 
The word also describes the color of an egg yolk. 


Like the liver, etc. — 131 81233: Some early com- 
mentaries explain that this refers to the tactile 
exture of the surface of the lung, rather than its 
color (Ba'al HaMaor). Others suggest that this refers 
o its visual texture: The lung must appear smooth 
ike the liver, rather than stringy like flesh (Arukh 
HaShulhan). 


BACKGROUND 

| saw that he was red - Dit TW YON: 
A few medical explanations have been suggested 
for the conditions afflicting the two infants in these 
episodes. For example, some posit that the red 
infant suffered from the rare genetic blood disease 
neonatorum purpura, while the green infant suf- 
fered from hemolytic jaundice of the newborn, also 
a genetic condition. 
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NOTES 


A sealed area in the lung, etc. — 131 73 DDK: 
Some commentaries understand that if the saliva 
does not bubble, this indicates that the lung has 
dried, rendering the animal a tereifa (Halakhot 
Gedolot). The Rid, however, notes that provided that 
one cannot crumble the flesh of the lung with one’s 
fingernail, a dried lung remains kosher (see 46b). 
Rather, this animal is a tereifa because the bronchi 
have been sealed, and this in itself constitutes a 
deficiency in the lungs. 


HALAKHA 


A sealed area in the lung — 783 DWY: If a sealed 
area of any size was found in the lung, into which 
air does not flow when the lung is inflated, one 
must bring a knife and tear open the membrane 
covering the sealed area. If one finds fluid there, the 
animal is kosher, since the fluid presumably caused 
the blockage. If one does not find fluid there, one 
places saliva, straw, or a feather over the tear. If it 
moves, there is some passage of air through the 
tear, and the animal is kosher. If not, the animal is a 
tereifa, in accordance with the statement of Ravina. 
The Rema writes that an area of the lung is not con- 
sidered sealed unless it looks identical to the rest of 
the lung, save that it does not inflate. If its appear- 
ance is similar to that of pus, it is simply a hard layer 
formed by the pus; the animal is kosher and the 
lung does not require further inspection (Rambam 
Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Shehita 7:6; Shulhan Arukh, 
Yoreh De’a 36:9). 


A membrane that appeared due to a wound in 
the lung — maya naa nang Ty onp: Ifthe lung 
was perforated due to an injury, and a membrane 
formed that sealed off the perforation, the animal 
is a tereifa, in accordance with the statement of Rav 
Yosef (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Shehita 7:3; 
Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 36:3). 
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Dodder — xmwsa: Dodder is a variety of the genus Cuscuta, 
from the Convolvulaceae family. It is a parasitic plant that grows 
around various shrubs or bushes and sustains itself by absorb- 
ing their nutrients. Dodder plants are leafless with stem-like 
tendrils, and will insert roots known as haustoria into the vas- 
cular system of the host plant and use them to siphon its food. 
Itis used primarily in beer production, and is added at a certain 
point in the fermentation process in order to give the beer its 
distinctive bitter taste. Dodder can be found throughout Eretz 
Yisrael, primarily attached to annual plants or small bushes. 


Dodder plant 
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BACKGROUND 


Saffron flower 


Saffron — pia: The common saffron plant, Crocus sativus, is 
in the iris family, and has been used for spices, perfumes, dyes, 
and medicines since ancient times. As a perennial plant, saffron 
grows new leaves and flowers from its bulbs every year. The 
flowers have white or purple petals that surround the inside of 
the flower, which is a yellow-orange color. Saffron is cultivated 
and also grows wild in many parts of Eretz Yisrael. 


Leek — ma: The leek, Allium porrum, is an edible vegetable 
that is botanically similar to garlic and onions. Its leaves are 
flat and grow in a cluster. Nowadays, the leaves are generally 


Rav Sama, son of Rava, says: This lung whose appearance resem- 
bles dodder,’ or saffron,’ or has a yellow color such as that of an 

egg yolk, renders the animal a tereifa. Since all of these appearances 

are various shades of green, the Gemara asks: But the green lung 

that is kosher, what is it like? The Gemara responds: It is like 

a leek.’ 


§ Ravina says: If there was a sealed area in the lung™® that does 
not inflate, we bring a knife and tear it open. If there is pus in the 
sealed area, then it was definitely sealed due to the pus, and the 
animal is kosher. But if we do not find pus there, we lay a feather 
or saliva on the opening and inflate the lung. If the saliva bubbles 
or the feather moves, the animal is kosher, since some air does reach 
the area, and if not, there is some defect in the lung, and the animal 
is a tereifa. 


Rav Yosef says: A membrane that appeared due to a wound in the 
lung," i.e., a scab that covered a perforation through the lung, is not 
considered a true membrane, since it does not last. And Rav Yosef 
says: With regard to this lung that emits a sound when inflated, if 
we know from where it emits a sound, we set a feather, or straw, 
or saliva on that point. If the saliva bubbles when the lung is inflated, 
the animal is a tereifa, since this proves that the lung is perforated 
through both membranes. And if not, the animal is kosher. And if 
we do not know from where it emits a sound, we bring a basin of 
tepid water and set the lung inside it. 


eaten cooked and are used to flavor soup or meat, but they are 
still eaten raw in Asia. According to some opinions, the hatzir 
desired by those who left Egypt (Numbers 11:5) is a leek that was 
commonly grown in ancient Egypt. 


Leek 


Sealed area in the lung — 772 Dwy: This may refer to a 
collapsed lung, also known as atelectasis, which is caused by 
blockage of the bronchial tubes. The area that does not receive 
air becomes hard and dense. 
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One cannot place it in hot water, as it causes the lung to contract, 
closing the perforation. And one cannot place it in cold water, as 
it hardens the lung and may cause it to crack. Rather, we check it 
in tepid water. If the water bubbles, the animal is a tereifa. And if 
not, the animal is kosher, since it is apparent that only the inner 
membrane is perforated and the outer membrane is not perfo- 
rated, and the fact that it emits a sound is due to the air moving 
in the space between the two membranes. 


§ Ulla says that Rabbi Yohanan says: An animal with alung that 
liquefied and can be poured out like water froma jug™ is kosher. 
The Gemara notes: Evidently, Rabbi Yohanan holds that a defi- 
ciency on the inside of an organ is not considered a deficiency. 
Only a deficiency in the wall or membrane of an organ renders an 
animal a tereifa. 


Rabbi Abba raised an objection to Ulla from the mishna, which 
states: The lung that was perforated or that was missing a piece 
renders the animal a tereifa. What is the case of a lung that was 
missing a piece?" If we say that it was missing a piece on the 
outside, this is the same as ifit was perforated, since any missing 
piece of the lung wall would constitute a perforation. Rather, is 
it not referring to a missing piece on the inside? If so, learn 
from the mishna that a deficiency on the inside of an organ is 
considered a deficiency to render the animal a tereifa. 


The Gemara responds: No, the mishna actually is referring to a 
missing piece on the outside. And with regard to that which you 
said: This is the same as if it was perforated, one may respond 
that no, it is necessary to mention both cases to account for the 
opinion of Rabbi Shimon in the mishna, who says: It is not a 
tereifa until the lung is perforated through to the bronchi. By 
mentioning both cases, the mishna teaches that this statement of 
Rabbi Shimon applies only to a small perforation that does not 
constitute a deficiency. But in the case of a perforation so large 
that it constitutes a deficiency, even Rabbi Shimon concedes 
that it renders the animal a tereifa even if the perforation does not 
reach the bronchi. 


The Gemara relates that Rabbi Hananya became sick. Rabbi 
Natan and all the eminent scholars of the generation entered 
before him to visit. They brought before him a lung that could 
be poured out like water from a jug, and he deemed the animal 
kosher. 


Rava said: This is the halakha only if the bronchi still exist and 
only the flesh of the lung has liquefied. Rav Aha, son of Rava, said 
to Rav Ashi: From where do we know whether the bronchi still 
exist? Rav Ashi said to him: We bring a glazed earthenware vessel 
with no cracks, so the contents can be observed, and we pour the 
lung into it. If there are white streaks in it, the animal is a tereifa, 
as the white streaks are remains of the liquefied bronchi. And if 
not, the animal is kosher. 


HALAKHA 


A lung that can be poured out like water from a jug — 25030 T% 
timpa: If the lung liquefied and can be poured out like water from 
a jug, the animal is kosher as long as the outer membrane is intact 
and the bronchi themselves have not liquefied. If even one bronchus 
has liquefied, the animal is a tereifa. One checks whether the bronchi 
have liquefied by pouring the contents of the lung out into a smooth 
vessel. If one can see white strands in the liquid, the bronchi have 
definitely liquefied and the animal is a tereifa. If not, only the flesh 
of the lung has liquefied and the animal is kosher, in accordance 
with the statement of Ulla and Rava's explanation. Nevertheless, it 
is customary not to deem an animal with a liquefied lung kosher 
at all save in cases of potential monetary loss or great need, and in 
consultation with halakhic experts (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot 
Shehita 7:9; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De'a 36:7 and Simla Hadasha there). 


What is a lung that was missing a piece — mpy x2: If the lung 
naturally is missing part of its substance, but its outer membrane 
is intact, the animal is kosher, in accordance with the conclusion 
of the Gemara as understood by Tosafot. The Rambam prohibits it 
for consumption, in accordance with the simple understanding of 
the mishna, against the Gemara here (Beit Yosef, Gra). According to 
Mahari Weil, the custom is to deem the animal kosher if the cavity 
is shaped like a straight letter kaf, J, and a tereifa if it is shaped like a 
bent kaf, >, if the missing piece is greater than the size of a thumb. 
Although the Rema rules in accordance with this opinion, the Gra 
notes that the distinction has no basis in the Gemara. Nevertheless, 
it remains the practice of some Sephardic communities as well 
(Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Shehita 8:7; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh 
De‘a 36:8 and Kaf HaHayyim there). 
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BACKGROUND 


Can be poured out like water from a jug - n33% 
timpa: The windpipe splits into two main bronchi, 
which in turn split into smaller bronchial tubes, 
each supplying air to a specific lobe. The bronchi 
continue to branch within the lobes, eventually 
emptying into alveoli, small sacs that allow for 
exchange of oxygen into the blood through small 
blood vessels. These alveoli constitute the flesh 
of the lung. It is unclear precisely which type of 
illness the Gemara is describing here. It may be 
referring either to a severe pulmonary edema or 
pockets of tuberculosis, which, according to the 
Gemara, cannot endanger the life of the animal 
unless it spreads to the bronchial tubes. The prob- 
lem with these identifications is that fluid in either 
case does not actually pour out as a liquid. If a lung 
afflicted with pulmonary edema were placed in 
a pan, the fluid would seep out from its tissues. 
Likewise, the liquid in the case of tuberculosis is 
more caseous and not likely to pour out. It is also 
possible that the Gemara is referring to the condi- 
tion of bronchiectasis, where fluid accumulates in 
the dilated bronchi, or lung abscessation, where 
pus-filled abscesses accumulate in the lung due 
to disease or parasites. 
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HALAKHA 
If the lung was atrophied - aping mx: If up to a 
quarter-log of the lung is missing, the animal is kosher, as 
a missing piece on the inside of an organ is not considered 
a missing piece. If a larger amount is missing, the animal 
is a tereifa, though some rule leniently even in this case 
(Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 36:8, and in the comment of 
Rema, and Taz and Peri Hadash there, citing the Rashba). 


Perek III 
Daf 48 Amuda 


— NOTES —— 
Womb [shalpuhit] - mmay: Though the word shalpuhit 
literally means bladder, most commentaries interpret it to 
denote the womb in this instance, based on the Gemara 
on 55b. The urinary bladder itself has the same halakhic 
status as the intestines, which if perforated render the 
animal a tereifa, as mentioned in the mishna on 42a. Nev- 
ertheless, some commentaries do interpret the word here 
as referring to the urinary bladder and maintain that if 
removed it does not render the animal a tereifa (Tosafot; 
see Shita Mekubbetzet). 


BACKGROUND 

Asia Minor [Asya] — Xpy: From the Greek Aoia, Asia, 
which refers to the area known as Asia Minor. Asia was 
also the name of a province of the Roman Empire in this 
area. In rabbinic literature, the term appears to denote a 
certain portion of Asia Minor, perhaps Cilicia. From here 
and other incidents recounted in the Talmud, it seems 
there was a significant Jewish community in this area dur- 
ing the talmudic era, and it was in regular contact with the 
community in Eretz Yisrael. 


Eretz Yisrael and Asia Minor 


Lung that is adjacent to the chest wall — 731257 7%, 
with: Normally, the lung should not be attached to the 
ribs or flesh of the rib cage. If it is, the adhesions probably 
indicate damage to the lung. 
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Rav Nahman says: If the lung was partially atrophied" and only 
part of the flesh remains, but its membrane still exists, the animal 
is kosher. The Gemara notes: This is also taught in a baraita: If the 
lung was atrophied, but its membrane still exists, even if the space 
vacated by the atrophied lung can hold a quarter-log of fluid, the 
animal is kosher. 


Ifits womb" was removed," the animal is kosher. If its liver became 
infested by worms," with regard to this there was an incident, and 
the residents of Asia Minor’ went up on three occasions to the 
great Sanhedrin in Yavne to inquire with regard to the halakha. On 
the first two occasions they did not receive an answer; on the third 
occasion, after the Sanhedrin had deliberated, they permitted the 
animal to them. 


§ Rav Yosef bar Minyumi says that Rav Nahman says: With regard 
to a lung that is adjacent, i.e., attached, to the ribs in the chest 
wall,™ one need not be concerned about the possibility that it 
became attached as a result of a perforation in the lung as opposed 
to some injury to the chest wall. But if cysts full of pus sprouted on 
the lung itself in the area of its attachment to the chest wall, one 
must be concerned about the possibility that it was perforated, and 
that this gave rise to the cysts. Mar Yehuda says in the name of 
Avimi: In both this case and that case, whether or not there are 
cysts on the lung, one must be concerned about the possibility that 
the lung was perforated. 


The Gemara asks: How do we perform an examination to deter- 
mine whether the injury is in the chest wall or the lung? Rava said: 
Ravin bar Sheva explained the procedure to me: We bring a knife 
whose edge is sharp and thin, and we separate the lung from the 
chest wall. If there is a defect, a wound or disease, in the chest wall, 
we attribute the attachment to the defect in the chest wall. And if 
not, we presume that the attachment is due to a defect in the lung, 
and the animal is a tereifa. And this is the halakha even though the 
lung does not expel air when inflated, since it is assumed that a scab 
covered the perforation, and a scab does not prevent the animal 
from being rendered a tereifa. 


HALAKHA 


If its womb was removed — mmsbw mown: Ifthe womb of an Lung that is adjacent to the chest wall - pith TDI TNI: 


animal or oviduct of a bird is removed or perforated, it is kosher, 
in accordance with the baraita here and the mishna later in the 
chapter (54a). Some halakhic authorities deem the animal or 
bird a tereifa if the womb or oviduct is perforated or atrophied, 
and such is the custom except in cases of potential monetary 
loss (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Shehita 8:25; Shulhan Arukh, 
Yoreh Dea 45:1). 


Its liver became infested by worms - aby 123 wonn: If the 
liver became infested by worms, even in the areas of its attach- 
ment to the gallbladder and other organs, the animal is kosher, 
in accordance with the baraita (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot 
Shehita 6:9; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh Dea 41:4). 


f the lung adheres to the chest wall, one must presume that it 
is perforated. Therefore, one must carefully remove it from the 
chest wall to inspect it. If there is a wound in the chest wall, 
he animal is kosher, and one does not need to inspect the 
ung further, even if cysts are visible on it. If there is no wound 
in the chest wall, no test can render the lung permitted for 
consumption, in accordance with the opinion of the Ran that 
he halakha is in accordance with the statements of Avimi and 
Rava. The custom of most Ashkenazic communities is to deem 
he animal a tereifa even if the wound is on the chest wall, but 
some practice leniency (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Shehita 
7:3, 5; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De'a 39:18-22, and see Beur HaGra and 
Arukh HaShulhan there). 
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The Gemara relates that Rav Nehemya, son of Rav Yosef, exam- 
ined such a lung by inflating it in tepid water" to see if bubbles 
would appear. Mar Zutra, son of Rav Huna, son of Rav Pappi, 
said to Ravina:’ Concerning this episode of Rav Nehemya, son 
of Rav Yosef, you teach it as being about this case of a lung 
attached to the chest wall. But we teach it as being about the case 
of Rava, as Rava says: These two lobes of the lung that adhere to 
one another have no means of inspection to deem them kosher. 
Still, Rav Nehemya, son of Rav Yosef, examined such a lung by 
inflating it in tepid water. Ifno bubbles appeared he would deem 
the lung kosher. 


Rav Ashi objects to this: What is this? How can an animal with a 
lung whose lobes adhered to one another be permitted by means 
of such an inspection? Granted, here, in the case of a lung attached 
to the chest wall, we attribute the attachment to an injury in the 
chest wall rather than the lung, and the animal is kosher. But there, 
in the case of an adhesion between two lobes, what can be said? If 
this lobe was perforated the animal is a tereifa, and if that lobe 
was perforated the animal is a tereifa. Even if a scab covers the 
perforation and prevents bubbles from appearing, the animal is still 
a tereifa. 


Rav Nahman stated that if there are cysts on the lung in the area of 
its attachment to the chest wall, one must be concerned about the 
possibility that the lung was perforated. Evidently, if the lung was 
perforated, the animal is a tereifa. The Gemara asks: And did Rav 
Nahman really say this? But doesn’t Rav Yosef bar Minyumi say 
that Rav Nahman says: If the lung was perforated but the chest 
wall seals the perforation," the animal is kosher? The Gemara 
responds: This is not difficult. There, Rav Nahman is referring to 
a lung attached to the chest wall in the place that it grows [revita]! 
naturally. In that case, if the chest wall seals the perforation it will 
remain sealed, and the animal can live. But here, Rav Nahman is 
referring to a lung attached to the chest wall not in the place that 
it grows. 


The Gemara clarifies: And where is the place that it grows? It is 
the area of the sectioning of the lobes, i.e., the front of the lung 
where the lobes are adjacent to the chest wall on all sides. 


§ Since the Gemara cited the statement of Rav Nahman, the 
Gemara turns to the matter itself: Rav Yosef bar Minyumi says 
that Rav Nahman says: If the lung was perforated but the chest 
wall sealed the perforation, the animal is kosher. With regard to 
this statement, Ravina said: And this is the halakha only when the 
lung is tangled in the flesh of the chest wall, between the ribs. Rav 
Yosef said to Ravina: And if it is not tangled, what is the halakha? 
The animal is a tereifa. Evidently, we say that the lung is perforated. 
But if so, when it is tangled as well, it should be deemed a tereifa. 


As isn’t it taught in a baraita: If a man’s penis was perforated, he 
is unfit" to marry a Jewish woman of fit lineage, because his semen 
is discharged gently and he cannot procreate, in accordance with 
the verse: “He that is crushed or maimed in his private parts shall 
not enter into the assembly of the Lord” (Deuteronomy 23:2). But 
if the perforation was later sealed with flesh, he is fit, because now 
he can procreate. And this is an instance of someone who is unfit 
who returns to his previous state of fitness. Rav Yosef continues: 
When the baraita states: And this is, what does it serve to exclude? 
Does it not serve to exclude a case like this, where the lung was 
perforated and then sealed by the chest wall, in which case the 
animal would not become kosher again? 


The Gemara responds: No, the phrase serves to exclude a mem- 
brane" that appeared due to a wound in the lung, which is not 
considered a membrane that can seal a perforation, because it is 
temporary. By contrast, the flesh of the chest wall is considered a 
permanent seal on the lungs and renders the animal kosher. 


NOTES 


Examined such a lung by inflating it in tepid 
water - wd2 ay p12: He did not use hot water, 
as that would cause the lung to contract, artificially 
sealing the perforation. He also did not use cold water, 
which would harden the membrane surrounding the 
lung and cause it to rupture when inflated (see 46b). 


PERSONALITIES 


Ravina — %231: Two Sages known as Ravina are men- 
tioned on this amud. The first is presumably Ravina, 
colleague of Rav Ashi, who is mentioned often in the 
Talmud. Several Sages named Ravina lived at the end 
of the amoraic period, and their exact number and 
identities are unclear. Some identify this Ravina with 
Ravina, the student of Rava. 

Later on this amud, another Ravina is mentioned 
in dialogue with Rav Yosef. This is the Ravina referred 
to by early commentaries as the early Ravina. He lived 
in the third generation of Babylonian amora‘im, two 
or three generations before the more commonly 
mentioned Ravina, and was a known interlocutor of 
Rav Aha bar Rav. 


HALAKHA 


f the lung was perforated but the chest wall seals 
the perforation - Anand pin napa 7x; If the 
ung was perforated where it faces the chest wall, and 
he chest wall seals it with an adhesion between its 
own flesh and that of the lung, the animal is kosher, 
since the lung is held to the chest wall by constant 
pressure, in accordance with the statement of Ravina. 
The same halakha applies if the lung adheres to the 
bone and the flesh of the chest wall at once. If the 
ung adheres only to the bone, the animal is a tereifa. 
The Rema writes that the custom of most Ashkenazic 
communities is to deem no animal kosher with adhe- 
sions in its lungs unless the adhesions are so thin that 
they come apart when squeezed, and even in that 
case some rule stringently. Nevertheless, some Ash- 
kenazic communities practice in accordance with the 
ruling of the Shulhan Arukh (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, 
Hilkhot Shehita 7:3-4; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De'a 39:18, 
and see Arukh HaShulhan there). 


If a man’s penis was perforated he is unfit - 3p) 
bioa: A man with crushed testicles or whose penis 
has been severed may not marry a Jewish woman 
of fit lineage. If the penis was not severed, but was 
perforated below the corona, he is fit. If the corona 
itself is perforated, he is unfit if semen exits the per- 
foration during ejaculation. If the perforation is sealed, 
he becomes fit again, in accordance with the ruling 
of the baraita (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Issurei 
Bia 16:5; Shulhan Arukh, Even HaEzer 5:4). 


To exclude a membrane - 05} yD: If the lung is 
perforated and a membrane formed, sealing the per- 
foration, the animal is a tereifa, in accordance with the 
statement of Rav Yosef on 47b and the Gemara here 
(Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Shehita 7:3; Shulhan 
Arukh, Yoreh De'a 36:3). 


LANGUAGE 
Grows [revita] - K337: Rashi interprets this word as 
deriving from the word rav, which denotes growth 
or large size. The word consequently refers to the 
place where the lung and the chest wall naturally 
grow together. Other early commentaries possessed 
a textual variant with the word revi‘ata, which derives 
from the Aramaic root reish, beit, ayin, meaning to 
crouch. The word would therefore denote the place 
where the lungs lie down adjacent to the chest wall. 
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Rav Ukva bar Hama objects to the ruling of Rav Nahman that if a 
lung was perforated but the chest wall sealed the perforation, the 
animal is kosher: If flesh in the chest wall was perforated against 
the perforation in the lung, what would the halakha be? The animal 
would bea tereifa, since air can now escape from the lung. Evidently, 
the question of whether the animal is permitted is dependent on the 
state of the chest wall. If so, let the mishna teach, in addition to the 
given list of tereifot: An animal whose chest wall was perforated. 


The Gemara responds: And according to your reasoning, one can 

also ask: The mishna states that if the gallbladder was perforated, the 

animal is a tereifa. That which Rav Yitzhak bar Yosef says that 

Rabbi Yohanan says with regard to this, that if the gallbladder 
was perforated but the liver sealed the perforation" the animal is 

kosher, is difficult. If the liver were perforated against the perfora- 
tion in the gallbladder, what would the halakha be? The animal 

would bea tereifa. If so, let the mishna also teach: An animal whose 

liver was perforated. 


Rather, one must say that the mishna does not teach cases where 
the perforated organ is not the one by which the animal is rendered 
a tereifa. Here, too, in the case of a lung sealed by the chest wall, 
since the perforated organ, i.e., the chest wall, is not the one by 
which the animal is rendered a tereifa, the mishna does not teach it. 


§ Rabba bar bar Hana asked Shmuel: If the lung grew cysts" full 
of pus, what is the halakha? Shmuel said to him: The animal is 
kosher. Rabba bar bar Hana said to him in reply: I also say so, that 
the animal is kosher, except that the students doubt the matter, as 
Rav Mattana says: If the cyst was full of pus, the animal is a tereifa; 
if it was full of clear fluid, it is kosher. Shmuel said to him: That 
halakha of Rav Mattana was stated with regard to a cyst on the 
kidney, not on the lung. 


The Gemara relates that Rabbi Yitzhak bar Yosef was walking after 
Rabbi Yirmeya in the butchers’ market. He saw these lungs that 
were full of cysts, and he wished to determine the halakha with 
regard to them. He said to Rabbi Yirmeya: Doesn’t the Master 
desire a piece of meat? If so, meat from those animals is for sale. 
Rabbi Yirmeya, not wanting to issue a ruling with regard to the meat, 
said to him: I have no money. Rabbi Yitzhak bar Yosef said to him: 
I will buy them for you on credit. Rabbi Yirmeya realized that he 
could not avoid issuing a ruling, so he said to him: What can I do 
for you? As when people came before Rabbi Yohanan with such 
lungs, he would send them before Rabbi Yehuda, son of Rabbi 
Shimon, who would instruct them in such cases in the name of 
Rabbi Elazar, son of Rabbi Shimon, to permit the meat for con- 
sumption. But Rabbi Yohanan himself does not hold accordingly, 
and does not permit the meat. I practice stringency in accordance 
with his opinion. 


Rava said: When we would walk after Rav Nahman in the market 


HALAKHA 


f the gallbladder was perforated but the liver sealed the perfora- 
tion — AaNib 123) 72W TN: If the gallbladder is perforated, the 

animal isa tereifa. If the perforation faces the liver and the liver seals it, 

he animal is kosher, in accordance with the statement of Rav Yitzhak 

bar Yosef. If the liver is also perforated so that the adjacent perforation 

of the gallbladder is exposed, the animal is a tereifa, in accordance with 

he Gemara here (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Shehita 6:6; Shulhan 

Arukh, Yoreh De’a 42:1 and Shakh there). 


Grew cysts — pray anbyn: If cysts of any size were found on the 
ung, containing air, liquid, viscous honey-like pus, or hard, dry pus, 
he animal is permitted for consumption, in accordance with the 
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statement of Shmuel and the incidents recounted in the Gemara here. 
Still, in accordance with the Gemara later (55b), if rancid or dark pus 
or liquid is found in the cysts, the animal is a tereifa. The Rema writes 
that many deem the animal kosher even if a rancid or dark substance 
is found in the cysts, based on their textual variant of the Gemara and 
the fact that the amora'im mentioned do not inspect the contents of 
the cysts. This is the custom of the majority of both Sephardic and 
Ashkenazic communities (see Kaf HaHayyim). If two cysts are adjacent 
to each other, the animal is a tereifa, in accordance with the Gemara 
on 47a (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Shehita 7:10; Shulhan Arukh, 
Yoreh Dea 37:1). 
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of the skinners, and some say in the market of the Sages,’ he 
would see these lungs that were full of jugs," i.e., they were cov- 
ered in large cysts full of liquid, and he would not say anything to 
the butchers. Evidently, he held that the animals were kosher. 


The Gemara relates that Rabbi Ami and Rabbi Asi were passing 
through the market of Tiberias. They saw these lungs that were 
full of rocks,’ i.e., large, hard growths, and they did not say 
anything to the butchers. Evidently, they held that the animals 
were kosher. 


§ It was stated that the amora’im disagree with regard to a needle 
that was found in the lung" of a slaughtered animal: Rabbi 
Yohanan and Rabbi Elazar and Rabbi Hanina deem the animal 
kosher, while Rabbi Shimon ben Lakish and Rabbi Mani bar 
Pattish and Rabbi Shimon ben Elyakim deem it a tereifa. 


The Gemara suggests: Let us say that they disagree about this: 
That one Sage, i.e., those who deem it a tereifa, holds that a defi- 
ciency on the inside of the lung, created by the needle, is consid- 
ered a deficiency,” rendering the animal a tereifa; and one Sage, 
i.e., those who deem it kosher, holds that it is not considered a 
deficiency. The Gemara responds: No, everyone holds that a 
deficiency on the inside is not considered a deficiency. And here, 
in the case ofa needle, the Sages disagree with regard to this: One 
Sage, i.e., those who deem it kosher, holds that the needle took 
the respiratory route’ and came into the lung without perforating 
the membrane; and one Sage, i.e., those who deem it a tereifa, 
holds that it perforated its way out of the digestive system and 
came through to the lung by perforating its membrane. 


The Gemara relates that a certain needle was found in a piece of 
lung after it had been cut into pieces. People there brought it 

before Rabbi Ami, and he thought to deem it kosher. Rabbi 

Yirmeya, and some say Rabbi Zerika, raised an objection to this 

possible ruling from the mishna: The lung that was perforated or 

that was missing a piece renders the animal a tereifa. Now, what is 

the case of a lung that was missing a piece? If we say that it was 

missing a piece on the outside, this is the same as if it was perfo- 
rated, since any missing piece of the lung wall constitutes a perfora- 
tion. Rather, is it not referring to a missing piece on the inside? If 
so, learn from the mishna that a deficiency on the inside of an 

organ is considered a deficiency, and the needle certainly caused 

a deficiency inside the lung. 


Rabbi Ami did not decide the matter, so they then sent the lung 
before Rabbi Yitzhak Nappaha. He, too, thought to deem it 
kosher. Rabbi Yirmeya, and some say Rabbi Zerika, raised an 
objection to this from the mishna: The lung that was perforated 
or that was missing a piece renders the animal a tereifa. Now, what 
is the case of a lung that was missing a piece? If we say that it was 
missing a piece on the outside, this is the same as if it was perfo- 
rated. Rather, is it not referring to a missing piece on the inside? 
If so, learn from the mishna that a deficiency on the inside of an 
organ is considered a deficiency. 


They then sent the lung back before Rabbi Ami, and he deemed 
the animal a tereifa. They said to him: But don’t the Rabbis, i.e., 
Rabbi Yohanan, Rabbi Elazar, and Rabbi Hanina, deem it kosher? 
Rabbi Ami said to them: They deemed it kosher since they knew 
for which reason they deemed it kosher. They were confronted 
with a whole lung and could see that it had no perforation. But we, 
for which reason shall we deem it kosher? We see only part of the 
lung. Perhaps if the whole lung was before us we would see that 
its membrane was perforated. 
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BACKGROUND 
Market of the Sages — att xpw: This phrase is men- 
tioned twice in the Talmud, and its meaning is unclear. 
It may refer to one of the markets in Rav Nahman's 
hometown of Neharde’a, which many Rabbis fre- 
quented but were still populated mainly by gentiles 
(see Bava Metzia 24b). 


Full of jugs, full of rocks — ‘0 wy pa 97133: This 
is a reference to cysts that appear on the lungs and 
other organs due to parasites or infection. Such cysts 
can reach sizes of up to 15 cm. The cysts often harden 
over time, which perhaps led to the comparison with 
rocks or earthenware. 


NOTES 


Full of jugs — 193 "133: The Ra’avad translates the Ara- 
maic as meaning: Covered in pairs of growths (Bedikat 
HaReia of Rabbeinu Yona). According to some, the 
Rambam understands the phrase as denoting cysts 
full of air, like inflated wineskins (Bah). 


A deficiency on the inside is considered a defi- 
ciency — jpn yaw O41 ioy: Although the point 
of the needle does not cause a piece of flesh to be 
missing when it perforates a membrane, rusting metal 
causes the flesh around it to deteriorate, creating an 
empty space (Rashi; Ra’avad). 


Took the respiratory route — v3 Kian: Usually a 
needle found in the lungs has perforated through 
from the gullet after having been swallowed. Still, the 
lack of damage to the membrane of the lungs in this 
case allows for the possibility that it entered through 
the mouth into the windpipe without perforating the 
gullet, continuing to the lungs through the bronchi. 


HALAKHA 


A needle that was found in the lung — nxxaaw pra 
Tg: If one feels from the outside that there is a 
needle in the lung, one inflates the lung to see 
whether it is perforated. If it is not, the animal is kosher, 
in accordance with the opinion that an animal may be 
kosher even if a needle is found in the lungs. There is 
no difference in this regard between a thick or thin 
needle, or with regard to the orientation of the needle 
in the lung (see Tosafot). If a needle is found in a lung 
that has already been cut into pieces, the animal is 
a tereifa, in accordance with the statement of Rabbi 
Ami. According to the Rema, there is no extant tradi- 
tion with regard to inspection of the lung by inflation, 
and therefore one must deem the animal a tereifa 
whenever a needle is found in its lungs. In cases of 
potential monetary loss, one may inspect a whole 
lung by inflating it (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot 
Shehita 7:14; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 36:16). 
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BACKGROUND 
Spiral colon — X337 KPTN: This is the first sec- 
tion of the large intestine. Its folds are separated 
by layers of fat. 


Intestines of a cow 
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The Gemara asks: One can infer that the reason he deemed it a 
tereifa is that the entire lung was not before him, but if it had been 
before him and the membrane had not been perforated, then he 
would have deemed the animal kosher. But doesn’t Rav Nahman 
say: This bronchus of the lung that was perforated" renders the 
animal a tereifa? Accordingly, even if the needle entered the lung 
through a bronchus the animal ought to be a tereifa. The Gemara 
responds: That statement of Rav Nahman was stated in reference 
to a case where a needle pierced from one bronchus into another. 
Since the bronchi are hard, one bronchus cannot seal a perforation 
in another. By contrast, when a needle perforates the bronchi and 
continues into the flesh of the lung, soft tissue left behind can seal 
the perforation. 


The Gemara asks: But doesn’t Rav Nahman say: If this spiral 
colon™ was perforated against another coil of the intestine, the 
other coil protects it by sealing the perforation? If so, why does a 
bronchus not seal a perforation in another bronchus? Rav Ashi said: 
Are you comparing tereifot to one another?" One cannot say with 
regard to tereifot: This is similar to that, as one cuts an animal 
from here, in one place, and it dies," while one cuts it from there, 
in another place, and it lives. 


The Gemara recounts the case of a certain needle that was found 
in the large, i.e., main, bronchus of the lung." They brought it 
before the Rabbis who deem an animal tereifa if a needle is found 
in the lungs, i.e., Rabbi Shimon ben Lakish, Rabbi Mani bar Pattish, 
and Rabbi Shimon ben Elyakim. They did not say that it was pro- 
hibited, nor that it was permitted. They did not say it was permit- 
ted, in accordance with their ruling, but they also did not say it 
was prohibited since the needle was found in the large bronchus, 
and one can therefore say that it likely took the respiratory route 
and came into the lung rather than perforating through from the 
digestive system. 


HALAKHA 


This bronchus of the lung that was perforated — 7X17 KIND KT 
2px": If one of the bronchi was perforated adjacent to the other 
bronchi, the animal is a tereifa, since the bronchi cannot seal the 
perforation effectively and there is no flesh in the area to seal it. But 
if the perforation was adjacent to the flesh of the lung, the animal 
is kosher, since the flesh is soft and seals the perforation (Rambam 
Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Shehita 7:3; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De'a 36:6). 


Spiral colon — AID NWT: If a fold of the spiral colon was per- 
forated such that another fold covered the perforation, the animal 
is kosher, in accordance with the statement of Rav Nahman, since 
the other fold forms an effective seal. A fortiori, this is the halakha 
if the surrounding fat sealed the perforation, because the fat is 


Are you comparing tereifot to one another - any. MTINP Nid Ww: 
The bronchi are hard and cannot effectively seal a perforation in 
neighboring bronchi. Intestines are soft and can seal one another 
(Rosh). 


As one cuts an animal from here and it dies, etc. - anin aw 
"31 7ININ N2: Rashi offers an example of the seemingly arbitrary 
nature of tereifot. If the convergence of sinews in the thigh is 


removed from an animal, it is rendered a tereifa. Although one might 
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NOTES 


permitted for consumption and forms an even more effective seal, 
in accordance with the Gemara on 49a (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, 
Hilkhot Shehita 6:13; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De'a 46:3). 


Needle that was found in the main bronchus of the lung - xyma 
MMT 131 MIDI MaAwK: If a needle was found in the main 
bronchus, the animal is kosher, since the bronchus is wide and one 
may presume that the needle arrived from the windpipe without 
perforating the lung at all. This applies even if the lung has been 
cut into pieces (Rema). Nevertheless, it is customary to inspect the 
lung by inflation ab initio (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Shehita 
7:14; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De'a 36:17, and see Beer Heitev and Darkhei 
Teshuva there). 


reason a fortiori that if the flesh of the thigh is cut higher on the leg 
than that point the animal is also a tereifa, this is not the halakha 
(see 76a). Rabbeinu Yitzhak offers the example of the entrance of the 
gullet, which according to some does not render the animal a tereifa 
unless perforated in its majority, whereas the gullet itself renders the 
animal a tereifa if perforated in any amount (see 43b). Furthermore, 
the spleen renders the animal a tereifa if perforated in some areas 
but not others (see 55b). 
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§ The Gemara relates that there was a certain needle that was 
found in a piece of liver.” Mar, son of Rav Yosef, thought to deem 
the animal a tereifa. Rav Ashi said to him: If a needle had been 
found in the flesh, like this case where it was found in the liver, 
would the Master have deemed it a tereifa? A perforated liver, like 
perforated flesh, does not in itself render the animal a tereifa, as is 
evident from the mishna (42a). Rather, Rav Ashi said that we see: 
If the eye of the needle faces outward, toward the stomach cavity, 
one must presume that it perforated its way out of the gullet, ren- 
dering the animal a tereifa, and thereby came to the liver. If the eye 
of the needle faces inward," buried in the liver, and the sharp end 
of the needle is facing outward, one may presume that it took hold 
of a blood vessel and came to the liver through it, rather than 
through the gullet, and the animal is kosher. 


The Gemara adds: And this statement applies only to a thick needle, 
the eye of which is not sharp enough to cause a perforation by itself. 
But if the needle is thin, it is no different if the eye faces inward 
and it is no different if the eye faces outward, and one must pre- 
sume that it perforated its way out of the gullet and thereby came 
to the liver. 


The Gemara asks: And in what way is this case different from that 
of a needle that is found 


HALAKHA 


Needle that was found in a piece of liver — 7X002 Nan NT KUM 
797: Ifa needle is found in an animal's liver with the point facing 
inward or to the sides, the animal is a tereifa even if the needle is 
completely buried in the liver. One must presume that the needle 
came from the digestive system and perforated through to reach 
the liver. If the point of the needle faces outward and the needle is 
thick, the animal is kosher, since one may presume that it arrived 
through the circulatory system. The Rambam and the Rashba rule 
that the animal is a tereifa even if the needle was thick and pointing 
outward, since it may have perforated the blood vessel leading to 
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the liver in its narrow section. This opinion is accepted by the Shakh. 
If the needle is thin, the animal is a tereifa even if the point faces 
outward, since the eye itself may have created a perforation. Since 
there is no received tradition as to how thick the needle must be, 
it is customary to rule stringently and deem the animal a tereifa if 
the needle is thinner than a date pit. Consequently, an animal is 
virtually always a tereifa if a needle is found in its liver (Rambam Sefer 
Kedusha, Hilkhot Shehita 6:8; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De'a 41:6, 51:3, and 
see Kaf HaHayyim there). 
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embedded in the thickness of the wall of the reticulum,"® where 
the halakha is as follows: If the needle protrudes from one side, i.e., 
the inner side of the stomach wall, the animal is kosher, but if it 
protrudes from both sides, it is a tereifa; and if it protrudes only on 
the inside we do not say: See if the eye of the needle is facing 
outward or if the eye of the needle is facing inward? Rather, the 
animal is deemed kosher even if the eye is facing outward, and that 
is not considered evidence that the needle perforated through the 
gullet into the chest cavity and then perforated the thickness of 
the reticulum. 


HALAKHA 


Reticulum - nipid ma: If the wall of the reticulum was perforated 
through, the animal is a tereifa. If a thorn or needle was found 
embedded in the wall of the reticulum from the inside, but does 
not project outside, one inspects the outside of that area. If one sees 
a drop of blood, one must presume that the wall was perforated and 
the animal is a tereifa. If not, the animal is kosher. This is the halakha 
regardless of the orientation of the needle, in accordance with the 
Gemara here that since the contents of the stomach may push the 
needle out eye-first, its orientation is no indication whether it came 
from within or from without. According to the Rambam and Rosh, 
by contrast, there is no need to inspect the wall of the reticulum 
from the outside for blood. The Rema writes that one may rely on 


Sephardic communities follow the ruling of the Shulhan Arukh (Kaf 
HaHayyim). 

If the needle projects from both sides of the wall of the reticulum, 
one inspects the areas surrounding it. If one finds a drop of blood 
adjacent to the needle, one must presume that the perforation 
occurred while the animal was still alive, rendering it a tereifa. If not, 
one may presume that the perforation occurred after slaughter, and 
the animal is kosher, in accordance with the baraita and the Gemara 
on 51a. Nowadays there is no received tradition with regard to proper 
inspection, and the animal is considered a tereifa even if no blood 
is found by the needle (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Shehita 6:12; 
Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De'a 48:7-8, and see Darkhei Teshuva there). 


this opinion after the fact and in cases of potential monetary loss. 


he publisher 


BACKGROUND 


Needle that was found in a piece of liver - xurma 
KITAP MBA NT: 


Illustration of a liver with (1) the eye of the needle facing inward, 
and (2) the eye of the needle facing outward 


NOTES 


If the eye of the needle faces inward, etc. — »* 
3) wb pip: Rashi (49a) suggests that in such a 
case, the needle may have entered the lung through 
he windpipe and from there entered a duct toward 
he liver. Other commentaries respond that there is 
no such duct, suggesting instead that perhaps the 
needle entered the blood stream from the lungs, 
hereby eventually reaching the liver (Sihat Hullin). 

Early commentaries stress that the orientation of 
he eye is significant only if the needle is found in 
he liver. If it is found in the lungs, then even if the 
eye faces outward the animal is kosher. Since the 
bronchi of the animal are wide, the needle may have 
entered eye-first into the lung and the point then 
pushed into the soft flesh (Tosafot; Rosh). 


BACKGROUND 


Reticulum - midis ma: The reticulum is the second 
compartment of the ruminant stomach. Its inner, or 
mucosal, lining consists of a honeycomb pattern of 
ridges. The simplest way for a needle to become 
embedded in the reticulum wall is by traveling 
there through the digestive system along with 
food. Because of the location of the reticulum, just 
under the valve between the gullet and the rumen, 
foreign objects entering from the gullet tend to 
fall into it. This happens frequently in cattle, which 
are indiscriminate about what they ingest. Still, it is 
also possible for a needle to perforate its way out of 
another part of the digestive system and through 
the thoracic cavity, becoming embedded in the 
reticulum wall from the outside. 
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BACKGROUND 


Date pit that was found in a gallbladder — xmwp 
Ta Manwrx7: Although the straigh forward 
understanding ‘of the Gemara indicates that an 
actual date pit was found in the gallbladder, it is 
possible that in this case it was not an actual date 
pit but a gallstone. It was probably not recognized 
until the fourteenth century that stones found in 
the gallbladder form in situ, and it was therefore 
assumed that any stone found in the gallblad- 
der must have come from the outside. If this is 
correct, then Rav Kahana’s ruling is all the more 
apt, since the gallstone certainly did not make a 
perforation. 


NOTES 


But the pit of an olive, etc.— 131 xg» baw: 

Rashi understands that an olive pit is treated like 
a needle for all intents and purposes if found in 

an animal's flesh. If so, this statement is contrary 
to the accepted halakha, that a needle may be 
assumed to have traveled through the duct of 
an organ without piercing the wall. Other early 
commentaries write that an olive pit is treated 
more stringently than a needle, since it is too wide 
to have plausibly made its way through the duct, 
and it more likely pierced its way out of the gullet 
toward the a given organ (see Josafot). Accord- 
ing to the Ran, the gallbladder is treated more 
stringently than other organs, as its wall is thin 
and soft. Even if one assumes that the needle or 
olive pit entered through the duct, it still may have 
pierced the gallbladder from the inside. 
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The Sages say in response: There, in the case of the reticulum, since 
there are food and liquid present, one may say that the food and 
liquid pushed the eye of the needle through the stomach wall. There- 
fore, even if the eye points outward, one may still presume that the 
needle came from the inside, and the animal is kosher. 


The Gemara relates that there was a certain needle that was found 
in the large duct ofa liver." Huna Mar, son of Rav Idi, deemed the 
animal a tereifa, while Rav Adda bar Minyumi deemed it kosher. 
They came and asked Ravina about the issue, and he said to them: 
Take the robe of those who deemed it a tereifa. They must pay 
restitution to the owner of the animal, who was wrongfully forced 
to discard his kosher meat. 


The Gemara relates that there was a certain date pit that was found 
in a gallbladder." Rav Ashi said: When we were in the house of 
Rav Kahana as students, he would say with regard to such a case: 
This date pit certainly took the route of the duct connecting the liver 
and gallbladder and came through it to the gallbladder, as it is not 
sharp enough to have perforated the gallbladder from without. Even 
though it is large enough that it does not exit the gallbladder if one 
tries to squeeze it into the duct, one may still assume that the move- 
ments of the animal’s body gradually cause it to slip through the duct. 
The Gemara adds: And this statement applies only to the pit of a 
palm, i.e., ofa date, but the pit of an olive" is pointed. Therefore, one 
must be concerned that it has pierced the wall of the gallbladder, 
rendering the animal a tereifa. 


§ The Gemara returns to its discussion of the lung: Rabbi Yohanan 
says: Why is the lung called rei'a in Hebrew? Because it lights up 
[me’ira] the eyes of one who eats it. A dilemma was raised before 
the Sages: Is Rabbi Yohanan referring to a lung eaten as is, or is he 
referring to a lung eaten only through its treatment with certain 
substances? 


The Gemara suggests: Come and hear a resolution from that which 
Rav Huna bar Yehuda says: A goose may be purchased for a dinar, 
but its lung may be purchased for four dinars. And if it should enter 
your mind that Rabbi Yohanan is referring to eating the lung with- 
out treating it, one has no incentive to buy a lung separately for more 
money. Let him buy the whole goose for a dinar and eat the lung 
that comes included. Rather, it must be that the lung gains special 
properties only through treatment with certain substances, and this 
treatment is the reason for the higher price. 


Q The Gemara asks: If the lung is perforated where the hand of the 
butcher handles it" after slaughter, do we attribute the perforation 
to the butcher's handling, or do we not attribute the perforation to 
the handling, in which case the animal is a tereifa? Rav Adda bar 
Natan says: We attribute it to the butcher's handling, while Mar 
Zutra, son of Rav Mari, says: We do not attribute it to the handling. 
And the halakha is that we attribute it to the handling. 


HALAKHA 


Needle that was found in the large duct of the liver - xoma 
8797 131 K303 N2AwW»K": If a needle is found in the large duct 
of the liver, the animal is kosher, regardless of whether the needle is 
large or small or whether it is thick or thin. The same applies even if 
the liver has already been cut up. This halakha is in accordance with 
the statement of Ravina and can also be inferred from the statement 
of Rav Ashi on the previous amud (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot 
Shehita 6:9; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De'a 41:7 and Beit Yosef). 


Date pit that was found in a gallbladder - 7722 anwy xww p: 
If a pit of a date, which is not sharp, is found in "the gallbladder, the 
animal is permitted for consumption. If it is as sharp as an olive pit, 
the animal is prohibited for consumption, since the pit presumably 
entered the gallbladder by perforating it. Even if the perforation is 
not currently visible, it is assumed to have merely scabbed over. This 
is the halakha all the more so if a sharp object, like a needle or thorn, 
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is found in the gallbladder (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Shehita 
6:7; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 42:9 and in the comment of Rema). 


If the lung is perforated where the hand of the butcher handles 
it- KIT AY MYAWIIT KIN: If the lung is found to be perforated, 
and it may be plausibly claimed that the perforation occurred after 
slaughter, one may presume that this is the case, and the animal is 
deemed kosher in accordance with the Gemara here. This principle 
may be applied to areas that the butcher handles roughly or where 
he routinely pulls apart the flesh. The Rema writes: One may pre- 
sume that the perforation was caused by the butcher only if it is 
elongated, like most perforations caused by pulling. If it is round, or 
ifthe flesh is red or black around the perforation or adjacent ribs, the 
animal is a tereifa, since the wound was presumably caused while 
the animal was still alive (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Shehita 7:12; 
Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De'a 36:5). 
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Rav Shmuel, son of Rabbi Abbahu, said: My father was one of the 
heads of the kalla lectures? of Rafram, and he said: We attribute 
it to the handling. They said this halakha of Mar Zutra, son of Rav 
Mari, who held the opposite, before Rav Shmuel, and he did not 
accept it. 


Rav Mesharshiyya said: It stands to reason that the halakha is in 
accordance with the opinion of Grandfather, i.e., Rav Adda bar 
Natan, as we attribute perforations to a wolf." If slaughtered meat 
is recovered from a wolf and found to have a perforation that would 
have rendered the animal a tereifa, one may attribute the perforation 
to the wolf and presume that it did not exist beforehand. 


Furthermore, if a perforation was caused by a worm [murana],\" 
Rav Yosef bar Dosai and the Rabbis disagree. One says that the 
worm emerged from the lung and perforated it before the slaughter, 
and the animal is a tereifa, and one says that it emerged after the 
slaughter, and the animal is kosher. And the halakha is that one 
presumes that it emerged after the slaughter. 


§ The mishna states: Rabbi Shimon says: An animal with a perfo- 
rated lung is not a tereifa until it is perforated through to the bron- 
chi. With regard to this, Rabba bar Tahlifa says that Rav Yirmeya 
bar Abba says: Rabbi Shimon meant specifically that it is not a 
tereifa unless it is perforated through to the large bronchus,’ from 
which the smaller bronchi branch out. 


The Gemara relates that Rav Aha bar Abba sat before Rav Huna, 
and he was sitting and saying: Rabbi Malokh says that Rabbi 
Yehoshua ben Levi says: The halakha is in accordance with the 
opinion of Rabbi Shimon. Rav Huna said to him: Are you saying 
this in the name of Malokh the Arab? He says that the halakha is 
not in accordance with Rabbi Shimon. 


The Gemara continues: When Rabbi Zeira went up to Eretz Yisrael, 
he found Rav Beivai,’ who was sitting and saying: Rabbi Malokh 
says that Rabbi Yehoshua ben Levi says: The halakha is in accor- 
dance with the opinion of Rabbi Shimon. Rabbi Zeira said to him: 
On the Master’s life, I and Rabbi Hiyya bar Abba and Rav Asi 
visited the place of residence of Rabbi Malokh, and we said to 
him: Did the Master say that the halakha is in accordance with 
the opinion of Rabbi Shimon? And he said to us: I said that the 
halakha is not in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Shimon. 
Rav Beivai asked Rabbi Zeira: And you, what more do you have in 
your possession on this matter? Rabbi Zeira said to him: This is 
what Rabbi Yitzhak bar Ami says that Rabbi Yehoshua ben Levi 
says: The halakha is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi 
Shimon. 


The Gemara rules: And the halakha is not in accordance with the 
opinion of Rabbi Shimon. Any perforation of the membranes of 
the lung renders the animal a tereifa. 


HALAKHA 


We attribute perforations to a wolf - axa won: If a lung is 
recovered from a wolf or other sharp-toothed animal and found 
to be perforated, one may presume that the perforation was 
caused by the animal, and the animal is kosher. This is the halakha 
even if there are many perforations in places other than where 
the animal gripped it with its teeth. The perforations need not be 
compared to other perforations to ascertain that they occurred 


after slaughter. Some are stringent in this regard (Shulhan Arukh, 


Yoreh De'a 36:5, and Shakh and Peri Hadash there). 


Worm — sat: If a lung is found to be perforated by worms, 


and it is unclear whether the perforations occurred before 
or after slaughter, the animal is kosher, since worms do not 


perforate organs while an animal is still alive, in accordance with 
the Gemara (Beit Yosef, citing Kolbo). Later commentaries disagree 
as to whether the worms must be found next to the perforation in 
order to presume that they are the cause. Likewise, commentaries 
dispute whether an inspection is necessary in order to permit 
the lung on account of worms: According to Halakhot Gedolot 
and Rabbeinu Gershom Meor HaGola, the lung is permitted only 
if one holds the lung up to the sun to heat it, and this causes 
worms to emerge. Later commentaries disagree with regard 
to the nature of this inspection (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot 
Shehita 7:15; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De'a 36:5, and see Beer Heitev 
and Arukh HaShulhan there). 


BACKGROUND 

Heads of the kalla lectures — bp ng: The kalla lectures 
were large-scale gatherings of Torah study that would 
occur in Babylonia twice a year during talmudic and 
geonic times. The nature of the position of head of the 
kalla lectures changed over time. In talmudic times he 
would convey the statements of the head of the yeshiva 
to the public. During the geonic period and afterward, 
the title was merely an honorific. 


Unless it is perforated through to the large bronchus — 
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Bronchial passages 


LANGUAGE 


Worm [murana] - 2112: Many kinds of worms are 
ound in animals. The word murana here, which derives 
rom the Greek púpava, muraina, and the similar Latin 
muraena, refers specifically to parasitic worms. At their 
mature stage, they live in the digestive system, where 
hey lay their eggs. From there, the eggs and young 
worms travel to other parts of the body through the 
horacic cavity and blood stream, and mature in organs 
ike the lungs. 


PERSONALITIES 
Rav Beivai - *3’4 27: Rav Beivai was an amora from the 
hird generation in Eretz Yisrael. The name Beivai was 
already in use in late biblical times (see Ezra 2:1), and 
here are two other known amora’im who carried it. 
Both of them, Rav Beivai, student of Rav Nahman, and 
Rav Beivai bar Abaye, lived in Babylonia. The Rav Beivai 
mentioned here is known in the Jerusalem Talmud as 
Rabbi Beivai, and he was a student of Rabbi Yohanan, 
Rabbi Ami, Rabbi Asi, and Rabbi Abbahu. Some claim 
hat he is identical to the Rabbi Beivun who is mentioned 
a few times in the Jerusalem Talmud. 
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§ The mishna states: If the abomasum! was perforated, the 
animal is a tereifa. Concerning this, Rabbi Yitzhak bar Nahmani 
says that Rabbi Oshaya says: With regard to fat that is on the 
abomasum, the priests accustomed themselves to consider it 
permitted, and they would eat it along with the rest of the aboma- 
sum, which was given to them from non-sacred animals as one of 
the gifts of the priesthood. This is in accordance with the opinion 
of Rabbi Yishmael that he says in the name of his forefathers. 
And since there is a disagreement between the Sages with regard 
to this issue, your mnemonic to remember the lenient opinion 
is the idiom: Yishmael the priest generally helps the priests. 


The Gemara clarifies: What is this, i.e., where does Rabbi Yish- 
mael help the priests? As it is taught in a baraita: The verse states 
with regard to the priestly benediction: “So you shall bless the 
children of Israel” (Numbers 6:23). Rabbi Yishmael says: We 
learn from this verse about a blessing for Israel from the mouth 
of the priests, but we have not learned about a blessing for the 
priests themselves. When it says afterward with regard to the 
priests: “And they shall put My name upon the children of Israel, 
and I will bless them” (Numbers 6:27), you must say: The 
priests bless Israel, and the Holy One, Blessed be He, blesses 
the priests. 


Rabbi Akiva says a different interpretation: We learned from 
the verse about a blessing for Israel from the mouth of the 
priests, but we have not learned about a blessing for Israel from 
the mouth of the Almighty. When it says afterward: “And they 
shall put My name upon the children of Israel, and I will bless 
them,” you must say: The priests bless Israel, and the Holy 
One, Blessed be He, affirms their blessing. The word “them” is 
referring to Israel. 


The Gemara asks: But then from where does Rabbi Akiva learn 
about a blessing for the priests? Rav Nahman bar Yitzhak said: 
He learns it from God’s promise to Abraham: “And I will bless 
them that bless you” (Genesis 12:3). All who bless the Jewish 
people are blessed themselves. 


The Gemara asks: And in what sense does only Rabbi Yishmael 
help the priests, given that Rabbi Akiva concedes that the priests 
are also blessed? The Gemara responds: He helps the priests in 
the sense that he establishes the blessing for the priests in the 
same place, the same verse, that one finds the blessing of Israel, 
indicating that they receive the same blessing. 


It was stated that the priests accustomed themselves to permit 
the fat on the abomasum, in accordance with the statement of 
Rabbi Yishmael that he says in the name of his forefathers. The 
Gemara clarifies: What is this statement? As it is taught in a 
baraita that when the verse states with regard to forbidden fats 
mentioned in the Torah: “All the fat that is upon the innards” 
(Leviticus 3:3), 


BACKGROUND 


Abomasum - ap: The abomasum, which is functionally similar to 


the human stomach, is the fourth compartment of the ruminant 
stomach, after the rumen, reticulum, and omasum. It is elongated 
and bow-shaped, curved underneath and straight on top. 


Four-chambered stomach of a ruminant 
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the word “all” serves to include the fat that is on the small 
intestines;" this is the statement of Rabbi Yishmael. Rabbi 
Akiva says: The word “all” serves to include the fat that is on 
the abomasum." According to Rabbi Yishmael, the fat of the 
abomasum is permitted. 


And the Gemara raises a contradiction from another baraita: The 
verse states: “The fat that covers the innards, and all the fat that 
is upon the innards” (Leviticus 3:3). Rabbi Shimon," i.e., Rabbi 
Yishmael, says: Just as the fat that covers the innards possesses 
a membrane, and that membrane is easily peeled off, so too, all 
fat possessing amembrane and whose membrane is easily peeled 
is forbidden, including the fat on the abomasum. Rabbi Akiva 
says: Just as the fat that covers the innards is spread out loosely 
over them, and it possesses a membrane, and the membrane is 
easily peeled off," so too, all fat that is spread out loosely, and 
possesses a membrane, and whose membrane is easily peeled, 
e.g., the fat on the intestines, is forbidden. The fat on the aboma- 
sum is fixed tightly and is therefore permitted. It would seem from 
this baraita that Rabbi Akiva and Rabbi Yishmael contradict 
themselves. 


Ravin sent an answer in the name of Rabbi Yohanan: Such is 
the proper layout of the mishna, i.e., the baraita. The latter attri- 
bution of the opinions is correct, and one must reverse the attri- 
bution of opinions in the first baraita. Accordingly, Rabbi Akiva 
deems the fat on the intestines prohibited, while Rabbi Yishmael 
deems the fat on the abomasum prohibited as well. 


The Gemara asks: What did you see that led you to reverse the 
first baraita? Why not reverse the second baraita instead? The 
Gemara responds: The second baraita here is different, since 
it teaches using the formula: Just as. Because it takes care to 
specifically provide the textual justifications for the opinions, it 
is presumably accurate about the attributions as well. 


The Gemara asks: If so, how can Rabbi Oshaya claim above that 
the priests acted in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yish- 
mael? It was actually in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi 
Akiva. Rav Nahman bar Yitzhak said: Rabbi Oshaya meant 
only that Rabbi Yishmael says the lenient opinion in the name 
of his forefathers, but Rabbi Yishmael himself does not hold 
accordingly, and he considers the fat of the abomasum forbidden. 


NOTES 
ease with which the membrane can be peeled off the fat, but 


Rabbi Shimon — jiyraw +37: While the standard text refers to 
Rabbi Shimon here, it appears that the correct text, found in 
other versions, has Rabbi Yishmael (Masoret HaShas). 


Spread out [totav], possesses a membrane, and is easily 
peeled off - apn anp anin: Rashi and others identify the 
word totav as the Aramaic word for dress (see Targum Onkelos on 
Exodus 22:26), interpreting it in this context as meaning spread 
out like a garment. According to the Perisha, this indicates that 
the membrane is of one piece, and is only loosely connected to 
the fat that it covers. Others interpret the word as related to the 
Hebrew ger toshav, meaning a resident alien. According to Sefer 
HaEshkol, this etymology indicates that the membrane is not 
permanently fixed and can be easily removed. The Sefer HaEshkol 
adds that the peeling mentioned in the Gemara refers not to the 


rather the position of the membrane between the fat and the 
stomach, such that the fat can be easily removed by peeling off 
he membrane. 

According to the majority of the early commentaries, the 
hree terms mentioned here are all conditions that apply to 
he fat covering the stomach. By contrast, Rabbeinu Efrayim 
interprets them as referring to three distinct layers: The fat itself, 
which is referred to as spread out; the membrane; and an addi- 
ional layer of fat underneath, which is found upon the rumen 
but easily removable from there. According to this opinion, all 
hree layers constitute the fat that covers the innards, which is 
orbidden for consumption by the Torah. Other commentaries 
permitted the fat covering the rumen (see Ra‘avya 1:128 and 
ordekhai). 


HALAKHA 


The fat that is on the small intestines - 134 byw abn 
ppt: The fat on the small intestines is forbidden for con- 
sumption, in accordance with the Gemara's conclusion 
and the principle that the halakha accepts Rabbi Akiva's 
opinion over Rabbi Yishmael's. The forbidden area extends 
one cubit from the point where the small intestine exits 
the stomach. One must scrub the fat off this entire por- 
tion. From that point downward, the fat is permitted for 
consumption, in accordance with the Gemara on 93a. 
Some hold that the forbidden area extends upward from 
the end of the intestinal tract (Geonim; Ra‘avad). The pious 
satisfy both opinions, scrubbing the fat off the cubits at 
either end (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Ma‘akhalot 
Assurot 7:9; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 64:15). 


The fat that is on the abomasum — 7377 133 byw abn: 
Two types of fat cover the abomasum. One, which covers 
the bow-shaped outside, is forbidden by Torah law. The fat 
on the inside is permitted, in accordance with the opinion 
of Rabbi Akiva and the practice of the priests. Still, com- 
mon practice is to consider it forbidden (Rambam Sefer 
Kedusha, Hilkhot Ma‘akhalot Assurot 7:6; Shulhan Arukh, 
Yoreh De‘a 64:14). 


Spread out, possesses a membrane, and is easily peeled 
off —abpn anp anin: Fat that is spread out like a garment, 
has a membrane that can be easily peeled, and is not 
firmly attached is forbidden by Torah law, in accordance 
with the opinion of Rabbi Akiva. In accordance with the 
Gemara on 93a, fat that is not completely surrounded by 
flesh is also forbidden (Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De'a 64:4). 
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HALAKHA 


Kosher fat effectively seals - anio tp abn: If the intes- 
tines or abomasum is perforated, and permitted fat seals 
the perforation, the animal is kosher, in accordance with the 
opinion of Rav. Nevertheless, it can seal only the organ to 
which it is fixed. If it covers a perforation in another organ, 
the animal is a tereifa (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot 
Shehita 6:10; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De’a 40:1, 46:1, and 48:1). 


The fat of an undomesticated animal - mm abn: Although 
all the fat of an undomesticated animal is permitted for 
consumption, only fats that are permitted in domesticated 
animals as well can effectively seal a perforation. If fat that 
would be prohibited in a domesticated animal covers a 
perforation in an undomesticated animal, it is a tereifa, in 
accordance with the statement of Abaye. All the fat of a 
bird can effectively seal a perforation, in accordance with 
the explanation of Tosafot (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot 
Shehita 6:10; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De'a 46:1). 


Three liquids are prohibited due to exposure — nwo 
wary Dw DyN Opwia: Liquids that have been left 
exposed are prohibited by rabbinic decree, as a snake may 
have drunk from them and contaminated them with its 
venom. Such liquids include water, wine, vinegar, milk, 
honey, and fish brine (see Beit Yosefand Bah). Today, snakes 
are less common, and exposed liquids are permitted, but 
some still maintain the custom of avoiding them (Shela; 
Gra). In places where snakes are known to be common, one 
may not drink exposed liquids (Peri Hadash). In addition, if a 
snake has certainly drunk from a given vessel, one may not 
drink from it, even nowadays (Rambam Sefer Nezikin, Hilkhot 
Rotze‘ah UShmirat HaNefesh 11:7; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 
116:1 and Beit Yosef). 


NOTES 


Non-kosher fat does not effectively seal — i»x xnu abn 
anio: The straightforward understanding is that this fol- 
lows from Rabbi Akiva’s ruling that all fat that is not firmly 
attached to the flesh is forbidden. Consequently, forbidden 
fat does not form an effective seal. 


The Torah spares the money of the Jewish people — minn 
byw by oan by mon: Rashi cites Torat Kohanim as ‘the 
source for this principle. According to Rabbeinu Gershom 
Meor HaGola, it is rooted in the mitzva to build trumpets out 
of silver as opposed to gold (see Numbers 10:2). Other com- 
mentaries note the discussion in tractate Menahot (76b) con- 
cerning the verse: “Speak to the rock before their eyes, that it 
give forth its water. ..so you shall give the congregation and 
their cattle drink” (Numbers 20:8), which explicitly mentions 
this principle. In that instance, the fact that God performed 
a miracle in order to provide water for the animals as well 
as the people indicates that the Torah spares the money 
and possessions of the Jewish people. Other biblical and 
talmudic texts have been adduced to this effect as well. 


Five liquids are not subject to the prohibition of expo- 
sure — 953 pwr a73 prs mwan: This is clearly not an exhaus- 
tive list, as the mishna cited earlier lists wine, water, and milk 
as the only liquids prohibited due to exposure. Rather, these 
five are singled out because Rabbi Shimon holds them be 
prohibited as well (Josafot). 


LANGUAGE 
Jug [bisteka] - xpmpa: This word refers to a jar or jug and 
apparently derives from the Middle Persian bastuk. That 
term denotes a small glazed earthenware container, and it 
has parallels in Syriac and in the Arabic 489i, bastuqah. 


Fish gravy [morayes] — D112: The origin of this word is 
unknown. Some suggest that it is from the Greek &Apupic, 
halmuris, or the Latin muries, both of which refer to a salty 
food. 
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§ The Gemara discusses a connection between the issue of fats and 
that of tereifot: Rav says: Kosher fat effectively seals" a perforation 
that it covers, and the animal is not rendered a tereifa. Non-kosher 
fat does not effectively seal" a perforation, and the animal is a 
tereifa. And Rav Sheshet says: Both this and that fat effectively 
seal a perforation. 


Rabbi Zeira raises a dilemma: With regard to the fat of an undo- 
mesticated animal,"® all of which is permitted for consumption, 
what is the halakha? Shall one say that Rav specifically said that 
kosher fat seals a perforation, and since this too, i.e., all the fat of 
an undomesticated animal, is kosher, it is all considered an effec- 
tive seal? Or perhaps Rav specified that permitted fat of a domes- 
ticated animal seals a perforation only because it is firmly attached. 
But this, the fat on the innards of an undomesticated animal, is not 
firmly attached, and it is not an effective seal, even though it is 
permitted for consumption. 


Abaye said: Why does Rabbi Zeira raise this dilemma? Granted 
that the fat of the innards is permitted for consumption, but still, 
it is not firmly attached and clearly does not form an effective seal. 


The Gemara relates: There was a certain perforation that was 

sealed by non-kosher fat that came before Rava. Rava said: With 

regard to what need we be concerned? First, doesn’t Rav Sheshet 

say: Non-kosher fat also effectively seals a perforation? And fur- 
thermore, in general, the Torah spares the money of the Jewish 

people," and it is appropriate to rule leniently in this regard. Rav 
Pappa said to Rava: But there is also the opinion of Rav that 

non-kosher fat does not seal a perforation, and this dispute con- 
cerns a prohibition by Torah law, and yet you say that the Torah 

spares the money of the Jewish people? One cannot rely on this 

principle to rule in accordance with the lenient opinion with regard 

to such matters. 


The Gemara relates a similar episode: Manyumin the jug maker 
had a jug [bisteka]' full of honey that was left uncovered, and 
he was concerned it might have been contaminated by snake 
venom. He came before Rava to inquire as to the halakha. Rava 
said: With regard to what need we be concerned? First, as we 
learned in a mishna (Terumot 8:4): Three liquids are prohibited 
due to exposure:" Wine, water, and milk; and all other liquids 
are permitted. Honey, therefore, is permitted. And furthermore, 
the Torah spares the money of the Jewish people. Rav Nahman 
bar Yitzhak said to Rava: But there is also the opinion of Rabbi 
Shimon that exposed honey is prohibited, and this dispute con- 
cerns a matter of mortal danger, and yet you say that the Torah 
spares the money of the Jewish people? 


The Gemara clarifies: What is this opinion of Rabbi Shimon? As 
it is taught in a baraita: Five liquids are not subject to the prohibi- 
tion of exposure," since snakes do not drink from them: Fish brine, 
vinegar, oil, honey, and fish gravy [morayes]' made from fish 
brine mixed with oil and salt. Rabbi Shimon says: Even they are 
subject to prohibition due to exposure. And Rabbi Shimon said: 
I once saw a snake that drank fish brine in Tzaidan. The Rabbis 
said to him: That snake was strange, i.e., it behaved differently 
than other snakes, and one does not bring a proof from strange 
creatures. 


BACKGROUND 


Undomesticated animal - 


mm: This term refers to any undo- 
mesticated animal that chews its cud and has cloven hooves. 
The Torah (see Deuteronomy 14:5) enumerates seven species 
of kosher undomesticated animal. Nevertheless, the precise 
identification of some of the species remains unclear. There 
are two major differences between the halakhot governing 


a kosher domesticated animal and those governing a kosher 
undomesticated animal: One is that all the fats of an undomes- 
ticated animal may be eaten. The other is that the blood of an 
undomesticated animal must be covered after slaughter. In all 
other respects the halakhot with regard to domesticated and 
undomesticated animals are the same. 
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Rava said to Rav Nahman bar Yitzhak: Concede to me, at least, 
with regard to fish brine that it is not prohibited by exposure, as 
when Rav Pappa and Rav Huna, son of Rabbi Yehoshua, and the 
Sages would have a case of exposure of some liquid, they would 
cast it into fish brine. The sharpness of the brine neutralizes the 
snake venom. Accordingly, just as the halakha is not in accordance 
with the opinion of Rabbi Shimon with regard to fish brine, so too 
it is not in accordance with his opinion with regard to honey. Rav 
Nahman bar Yitzhak said to him: Concede to me, at least, with 
regard to honey that it is prohibited by exposure, as Rabbi Shimon 
ben Elazar held in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Shimon. 
As itis taught in a baraita: And likewise, Rabbi Shimon ben Elazar 
would deem exposed honey prohibited. 


The Gemara returns to the initial discussion with regard to fats and 

perforations: Rav Nahman says: Permitted fat that is made like a 
hat" does not effectively seal a perforation, even though it is permit- 
ted for consumption. The Gemara clarifies: Where is this fat? Some 

say it is the grains of fat found on the rectum," which, if perforated, 
renders the animal a tereifa. And some say that it is the membrane 

surrounding the heart," which, if perforated to the chambers, 
renders the animal a tereifa. 


§ Rava said: I heard from Rav Nahman about two fats found on 
the abomasum, in different places. One is called the himtza' and one 
the bar himtza, meaning: Son of himtza. One effectively seals a 
perforation of the abomasum, and one does not effectively seal a 
perforation of the abomasum. But I do not know which of them is 
which. Rav Huna bar Hinnana and Rav Huna, son of Rav Nahman, 
said: The bar himtza seals; the himtza does not seal. Rav Tavot 
said: And your mnemonic is: The power of the son is greater than 
the power of the father." 


The Gemara asks: Which is the himtza and which is the bar himtza? 
The Gemara suggests: Come and hear proof from that which Rav 
Nahman says with regard to one of the fats on the abomasum. Can 
it be that they, the residents of Eretz Yisrael, eat it, considering it 
permitted for consumption, 


NOTES 


Fat that is made like a hat - yaia3 wy: The grains of fat on 
the rectum look like a hat due to their round shape, while the 
fat on the heart might be considered hat-shaped since it covers 
the heart the way a hat covers the head (Rashi). Neither of these 
fats is firmly attached to the organ it covers, either due to its 


shape (Kesef Mishne) or due to an underlying membrane (Bah). 


According to the Rambam, these fats do not form effective seals 
because they are hard. 


The membrane surrounding the heart — xab Kaw: This 
refers to the pericardial sac, which envelops “the entire heart, 
rather than actual fat on the heart. The Beit Yosef infers from this 
that the fat on the heart itself does form an effective seal. The 


Perek III 
Daf50 Amuda 


Rambam writes that even the fat on the heart itself does not 
effectively seal a perforation. According to the Kesef Mishne, the 
Rambam’s opinion is based on a textual variant of the Gemara 
with a phrase referring to two different entities: The membrane 
and the fat of the heart. 


The power of the son is greater than the power of the father - 
Axi an jad nama» This refers to the halakha, taught in a baraita 

in tractate Shevuot (48b), that under certain conditions a son who 

inherits a debt from his father may collect payment from the 

debtor with or without taking an oath, while the father himself 
could not have collected payment without first taking an oath 

(Rashi). 


POND xb 919) DFID - rts and to us, the residents of Babylonia, not only is it forbidden but it 


also does not seal a perforation? It cannot be that this fat is forbid- 
den by Torah law if they permit it for consumption. Even though we 
are stringent with regard to its consumption, we may still maintain 
that it effectively seals a perforation. 


HALAKHA 

Grains of fat found on the rectum, etc. - KXW21DT YIN 
"131: Even though the membrane of the heart and the fat 
on the rectum are permitted for consumption, they do 
not form an effective seal because they are not firmly 
attached, in accordance with both interpretations of Rav 
Nahman's statement. According to other commentaries, 
such as the Rambam, the fat of the heart itself is treated 
similarly. The Rema rules in accordance with this opinion 
(Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Shehita 6:10; Shulhan 
Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 4011, 46:1). 


LANGUAGE 


Himtza — s2: This word literally means fat, specifically 
the fat on the bow-shaped section of the abomasum. In 
Akkadian, himtzu means the fat covering the innards. In 
Mandaic, himtza means belly, as the Arukh translates 
the word here. 
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NOTES 


The fat that is on the bow, everyone agrees that 
it is forbidden - vox yha KY KYY his KAW PNT: 
The residents of Babylonia followed Rabbi Yishma- 
el's opinion that any fat that has a membrane that 
can be easily peeled is prohibited for consump- 
tion. The residents of Eretz Yisrael followed Rabbi 
Akiva's opinion that such fat is permitted unless it 
is spread out loosely as well. While most of the fat 
on the bow is loose and therefore forbidden even 
according to Rabbi Akiva's opinion, the fat on the 
bowstring is not (Rashi). 


Abomasum 


They disagree with regard to the fat that is on 
the bow - xAwPXt php 23: In this version of 
he disagreement, the residents of Eretz Yisrael 
permit even the fat on the bow for consumption. 
According to the residents of Babylonia, it is both 
orbidden for consumption and does not form an 
effective seal. Rashi notes that this language does 
not fit Rav Nahman’s statement that even if the 
wo populations differ as to whether a certain fat 
is permitted for consumption, all must agree that 
it forms an effective seal. Tosafot explain that Rav 
ahman’s statement need not be interpreted as a 
rhetorical question as previously understood, but 
merely as a statement noting the fact that the resi- 
dents of Eretz Yisrael and Babylonia disagreed with 
regard to both whether it is permitted to consume 
the fat and whether it is an effective seal. See the 
Tzlah, who attempts to prove that the first version 
of the disagreement is correct. 
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The Gemara explains: The abomasum is shaped like a bow. The side 

facing outward is curved like the bow itself, while the side facing 

inward is flat and straight like the bowstring. With regard to the fat 
that is on the bow,” everyone agrees, even the residents of Eretz 

Yisrael, that it is forbidden" for consumption. This fat, then, is the 

himtza, which does not seal a perforation according to Rav Nahman. 
When they disagree, it is with regard to the fat that is on the bow- 
string. The residents of Eretz Yisrael permit it for consumption, 
while those of Babylonia prohibit it. According to Rav Nahman, the 

residents of Babylonia should concede that it is nevertheless an 
effective seal. This, then, is the bar himtza. 


There are those who say that with regard to the fat that is on the 
bowstring, everyone agrees that it is permitted. This, then, is 
the bar himtza. When they disagree, it is with regard to the fat that 
is on the bow." The residents of Eretz Yisrael permit it, but the 
residents of Babylonia prohibit it. This, then, is the himtza. 


The Gemara adds: When it was stated that only the residents of 
Eretz Yisrael permit the fat on the bowstring for consumption, this 

means that they would eat it in a manner like that which Rav Avya 

says that Rabbi Ami says: One takes a handful of the fat that lies 

above the fat on the bowstring, since this is the fat prohibited by 
the verse: “And all the fat that is upon the innards” (Leviticus 3:3), 
and the rest is permitted for consumption. And so says Rabbi Yan- 
nai, also a resident of Eretz Yisrael, in the name of a certain elder: 

One takes a handful. Rav Avya said: I was standing before Rabbi 

Ami. The people there took a handful of the fat on the bowstring 

and gave him the remaining fat, and he ate from it. 


The Gemara relates: The attendant of Rabbi Hanina was standing 
before Rabbi Hanina, a resident of Eretz Yisrael. Rabbi Hanina 
said to him: Take off a handful from that fat on the bowstring and 
give me the rest so that I will eat from it. Rabbi Hanina saw that 
the attendant was hesitating, so he said to him: You are a Babylo- 
nian and usually consider all of this fat forbidden. If so, cut off all 
the fat and throw it away. 


§ The mishna states that if the small intestines are perforated, the 
animal is a tereifa. With regard to this, it is taught in a baraita: Rab- 
ban Shimon ben Gamliel says: If the intestines were perforated 
but mucus seals the perforated intestines,” the animal is kosher. 
The Gemara asks: What is this mucus? Rav Kahana said: It is the 
mucus of the intestines that comes out under pressure, when one 
scrapes with a knife. 


The Gemara relates: The colleagues of Rabbi Abba learned a tradi- 
tion from Rabbi Abba. And who are they? The phrase: Colleagues 
of Rabbi Abba, is referring to Rabbi Zeira. And some say the 
colleagues of Rabbi Zeira learned it from Rabbi Zeira. And who 
are they? Rabbi Abba. This is the tradition: Rabbi Abba, son of 
Rabbi Hiyya bar Abba, said that this is what Rabbi Hiyya bar 
Abba says that Rabbi Yohanan says: The halakha is in accordance 
with the opinion of Rabban Shimon ben Gamliel with regard to 
a tereifa, and the halakha is in accordance with the opinion of 
Rabbi Shimon with regard to the halakhot of mourning. 


HALAKHA 
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That is on the bow, etc. — 131 XAWPX: The fat on the bow of 
the abomasum is prohibited for consumption by Torah law. The 
fat on the bowstring is not eaten by those who follow the Baby- 
lonian custom, in accordance with the first attribution of opinions 
in the Gemara (see Maggid Mishne). Some hold that the fat on the 
bowstring is prohibited universally, since the Babylonian custom 
is incumbent upon all Jews (Rashi). Such is the custom among all 
communities today. 

If the abomasum is perforated, the fat on the bow does not effec- 
tively seal it. All hold that the fat on the bowstring effectively seals a 
perforation, since it is permitted even for consumption according to 


Torah law (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Ma‘akhalot Assurot 7:6 and 
Hilkhot Shehita 6:10; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De'a 48:1, 64:14). 


If the intestines were perforated but mucus seals them — ‘22 
panio ap 333 my: If the intestines were perforated and 
the perforation was covered with their fat, the animal is kosher. In 
contrast, mucus does not form an effective seal, even if it cannot be 
removed without great difficulty, in accordance with the Gemara 
here (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Shehita 6:14; Shulhan Arukh, 
Yoreh De'a 46:1). 
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The Gemara elaborates: The halakha is in accordance with the 
opinion of Rabban Shimon ben Gamliel with regard to a tereifa; 
this is the halakha that we stated above, that mucus forms an effec- 
tive seal in the intestines. The halakha is in accordance with the 
opinion of Rabbi Shimon with regard to mourning; what is this 
halakha? As we learned in a baraita: If one learns of the death of an 
immediate relative after other relatives have already begun their 
period of mourning, the halakha is as follows: During the entire 
first three days of mourning, if a mourner comes to the house of 
mourning from a nearby place, he counts his days of mourning 
with the other mourners” and completes his mourning with them. 


The baraita continues: If he came from a distant place, he counts 
seven days on his own from the time that he was informed of the 
death. From this point forward, i.e., after the first three days, even 
if he comes from a nearby place, he counts seven days on his 
own. Rabbi Shimon says: Even on the seventh day, if he comes 
from a nearby place, he counts and completes his mourning with 
the other mourners. 


Someone whose name was not given said: May I merit to go up to 
Eretz Yisrael and learn this halakha from the mouth of its Master. 
When he went up from Babylonia to Eretz Yisrael, he found Rabbi 
Abba, son of Rabbi Hiyya bar Abba, and said to him: Is it true that 
the Master said that the halakha is in accordance with the opinion 
of Rabban Shimon ben Gamliel with regard to a tereifa? Rabbi 
Abba said to him: This is not true. Rather, I said just the opposite, 
that the halakha is not in accordance with Rabban Shimon ben 
Gamliel, and even if mucus seals the perforation of the intestine, the 
animal is a tereifa. 


The anonymous man asked Rabbi Abba again: What about the other 
ruling reported in your name, that the halakha is in accordance with 
the opinion of Rabbi Shimon with regard to mourning; is this 
accurate? Rabbi Abba said to him: There are conflicting opinions 
with regard to this matter, as it was stated that Rav Hisda says that 
the halakha is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Shimon, and 
so says Rabbi Yohanan: That is the halakha. But Rav Nahman says: 
That is not the halakha. 


The Gemara concludes: And the halakha is not in accordance 
with the opinion of Rabban Shimon ben Gamliel with regard to 
a tereifa, and the halakha is in accordance with the opinion of 
Rabbi Shimon with regard to mourning, in accordance with the 
statement of Shmuel, who says: The halakha is in accordance with 
the statement of the more lenient authority in matters relating 
to mourning. 


§ Rav Shimi bar Hiyya says: One may compare perforations in 
the intestines." If one is unsure whether a perforation occurred 
before or after slaughter, one may make an additional perforation 
and compare the two. If their appearance is similar, one may con- 
clude that the perforation occurred after slaughter, and the animal 
is kosher. 


HALAKHA 


With the other mourners — {gay If one relative joins the rest after 
the period of mourning has started, and has traveled a distance of 
one day's journey or less, he counts the days of mourning together 
with them. The same applies even if he arrives on the seventh day, 
in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Shimon. But if the other 
relatives have completed the period of mourning when he arrives, 
or if the head of the household is not present, he counts the periods 
of seven and thirty days on his own (Rambam Sefer Shofetim, Hilkhot 
Evel 7:4; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De'a 375:8). 


One may compare perforations in the intestines — 233 wDp2 
oy: If one is unsure whether perforations in the intestines occurred 
before or after slaughter, one may make a new perforation adjacent 
to the others and compare their appearance. If they seem similar, the 
animal is kosher. If they are not similar, but the old perforations have 
been handled, one may handle the new perforation as well. If after 
handling, the new perforation appears similar to the old, the animal 
is kosher. The Rema writes that one may no longer rely on such 
comparisons, since there is no longer a received tradition as to how 
to perform them, and such is the custom nowadays (Rambam Sefer 
Kedusha, Hilkhot Shehita 6:14; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De'a 36:5, 50:1). 
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HALAKHA 


One may compare perforations in the lung - DDPA 
ma: If the lung is found to be perforated, but it may 
be plausibly claimed that the perforation occurred 
after slaughter, the animal is kosher. If there is no clear 
reason that the perforation might have occurred after 
slaughter, but it may have in theory, one may make 
another perforation and compare the two. If the per- 
forations appear similar, the animal is kosher, since the 
first perforation was presumably made after slaughter 
as well. If the two perforations are not similar, the ani- 
mal is a tereifa. One may not compare a perforation 
in a small animal to one in a large animal. Some say 
that one may not compare between any two animals, 
and even in the same animal one may not compare 
perforations between a caudal lobe anda smaller lobe, 
in accordance with Rashi’s second interpretation of 
the Gemara. The Rema writes that one may no longer 
rely on such comparisons, since there is no longer a 
received tradition as to how to perform them, and such 
is the custom nowadays (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hil- 
khot Shehita 7:12-13; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 36:5). 


One may compare areas in the windpipe - pap 
mpa: If the windpipe was severed or missing a piece, 
but this may have occurred after slaughter, and one 
cannot attribute it to the slaughtering knife itself, one 
may sever it elsewhere and compare the two breaks. 
f they appear similar, the animal is kosher; if not, it is 
prohibited for consumption. One may not compare 
perforations between large and small segments of the 
windpipe, in accordance with the conclusion of the 
Gemara. According to the Rema, there is no received 
radition as to how to perform such comparisons, and 
one must deem the animal a tereifa in any event (Ram- 
bam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Shehita 3:25; Shulhan Arukh, 
Yoreh Dea 34:9). 
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The Gemara relates: There were certain perforated intestines that 
came before Rava. Rava made other perforations and compared 
them, but they were not similar. Rav Mesharshiyya, his son, 
came and rubbed the new perforations, and they were similar. 
Rav Mesharshiyya therefore deemed the animal kosher. Rava said 
to him: From where did you know to do this? Rav Mesharshiyya 
said to him: I reasoned: How many hands rubbed these earlier 
perforations before they came before the Master? Therefore, I 
thought that if I handled the new ones, perhaps they would look 
similar. Rava said to him: My son is as wise in matters of tereifot 
as Rabbi Yohanan." 


Similarly, Rabbi Yohanan and Rabbi Elazar both say: One may 
compare perforations in the lung" to determine whether they 
occurred after slaughter. Rava said: We said this only when the 
two perforations are on the same side of the lungs. But one may 
not compare perforations from one side to the other side. The 
Gemara rules: And the halakha is: One may compare even from 
one side to the other side, and even from a small animal to 
another small animal, or from a large animal to another large 
animal," but not from a large animal to a small animal, and not 
from a small animal to a large animal. 


Similarly, Abaye and Rava both say: One may compare severed 
or perforated areas in the windpipe." Rav Pappa said: We said 
this only when the two areas are in the same segment of the 
windpipe. But one may not compare from one segment to 
another segment. The Gemara rules: And the halakha is: One 
may even compare from one segment to another segment, and 
from one subsegment, i.e., a thin segment between the main 
segments, to another subsegment, but not from a segment to a 
subsegment," and not from a subsegment to a segment. 


NOTES 


My son is as wise in matters of tereifot as Rabbi Yohanan - on 
Jani "21D Nid wa a: Rabbi Yohanan was considered especially 
knowledgeable i in matters of tereifot, as recounted elsewhere (95b). 
From Babylonia, Shmuel sent him queries on tereifot involving so 
many animals that thirteen camels were required to transport 
them all. Rabbi Yohanan was also considered exceptionally wise 
in general (Rashi). 


From a small animal to another small animal or from a large 
animal to another large animal - mb ToN apt mp: Accord- 
ing to an alternative interpretation by Rashi, the word small refers 
o a specific lobe of the lungs. The word large refers to one of the 
caudal lobes, which are larger. This is also the interpretation of 
Rabbeinu Gershom Meor HaGola. 


A segment to a subsegment — xan ab xan: According to 
Rashi, a segment is the thick forward section of each tracheal ring, 
while a subsegment is the thin back section of each ring, which 
in the rear is a strip of flesh rather than cartilage (see Rashash). 
Elsewhere, Rashi is cited as interpreting the word: Segment, to 
mean the tracheal ring itself, while a subsegment is the flesh in 
between each ring (Sefer HaPardes). Rabbeinu Gershom Meor 
HaGola writes that in general a segment is a large ring, while a 
subsegment is a small ring. The Rambam explains similarly that 
he entire windpipe is made up of segments, and in between the 
arger segments are smaller, soft subsegments. 


Segment and subsegment according to Rashi 


Subsegment - 
segments 


Segment 


Segment and subsegment according to the Rambam 
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§ Ze’eiri says: If the rectum was perforated," the animal is kosher, 
since the hips hold it up and seal the perforation. And to how 
much" of the rectum does this apply? Rabbi Ilai says that Rabbi 
Yohanan says: If the rectum was perforated in the place where it is 
attached to the hips, even if it was perforated in its majority, the 
animal is kosher. If the perforation was not in the place where it is 
attached to the hips, the animal is a tereifa if it was perforated in 
any amount. 


The Sages said this halakha before Rava in the name of Rav 
Nahman. Rava said to them: Have I not told you not to hang on 
Rav Nahman 


BACKGROUND 


The rectum was perforated - napw nbinbn: The rectum is 
the wide terminal section of the digestive system, ending in the 
anus. Enveloped by fat, it passes between the hips and through 
the gap in the pelvis, which protects it from the sides. Conse- 
quently, the hips can be said to support it. Toward the rear, the 
rectum is held in place next to the anus by connective tissue, 
and this is likely the place that is attached that is mentioned in 
the Gemara. 


Perek III 
Daf50 Amud b 


Aral carl 
4 


Pelvis of a cow 
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empty bottles, i.e., not to falsely attribute statements to him? So 
said Rav Nahman: With regard to the place that the rectum is 
attached to the hips, even if all of it was removed," the animal is 
kosher. And this is the halakha only where sufficient space remains 


ofit for a hand to grip. The Gemara asks: And how much is consid- 


ered sufficient to grip? Abaye said: The width of a finger. This 


measure is sufficient even in the case of a large bull." 


Even if all of it was removed - ta byn wax PITI Dip: 
Even if a whole piece of the rectum is missing in the place it is 
attached, the animal is kosher, as long as a section large enough 
o grip remains intact further inside the body. Consequently, the 
statement attributed to Ze'eiri, that if the rectum is perforated 
he animal is kosher, is imprecise; the animal is kosher even if 
he rectum is almost entirely removed (Rashba). According to 
Rabbeinu Yona, this statement of Rav Nahman modifies Rabbi 
Yohanan's statement rather than contradict it. According to the 
atter explanation, it emerges that there are three sections of 
he rectum, each of which have a different halakhic status: The 
first is the place that is not attached, which renders the animal 
a tereifa if perforated in any amount. The second is the place 


NOTES 


that is attached, which can be completely removed without 


consequence, as long as enough remains for a hand to grip. 


The third is that remaining area, which can be perforated in its 
majority and the animal will remain kosher (Rosh). According to 
the Rashba, the remaining area must be completely intact (see 
also Ran's commentary on Rif). 


The width of a finger, even in a large bull - kina xwa Kobna: 
According to Rav Hai Gaon, this phrase should be translated: The 
width of the finger of a bull. He interprets this as four human 
fingerbreadths. He adds that in a sheep, the measure is two 
fingerbreadths, and in a kid or lamb it is one fingerbreadth. 


NOTES 
And how much - m3327: The rectum is elongated and 
passes from the body cavity above the animal's thighs 
to the anus. It is not immediately clear how much of it is 
supported by the hips, and how small a perforation must 
be in order to be effectively sealed. 


HALAKHA 


Even if all of it was removed, etc. - ox paT nipa 
na) das Son: If any part of the rectum was perforated, 
the animal is a tereifa, just as with any other part of the 
entrails. This applies only when it was perforated through 
to the abdominal cavity. But if it was perforated in the 
place that it is attached between the hips, the animal 
is kosher. Even if the entire area attached between the 
hips is removed, the animal is kosher, as long as four 
fingerbreadths remain in a bull, or two in a sheep, or 
one in a lamb or kid (Roke‘ah). Some deem the animal 
a tereifa if any part of the remaining area was perforated, 
while some deem it kosher as long as the majority of the 
width of the four fingerbreadths remains (Rambam Sefer 
Kedusha, Hilkhot Shehita 6:16; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 
46:5, and see Beer Heitev there). 
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found in Syriac as well, apparently derives from the Greek 
otdpayos, stomakhos, meaning a narrow opening of an 
organ such as the rumen. This Greek word has passed into 
several languages to denote the entire digestive system or 
the stomach specifically, as in English. 


Place that has no wool - non ja pW Dip: The reference 
here may be to the dorsal parts of the rumen where the 
papillae are sparser. If this explanation is correct, Shmuel 
would disagree with the opinion cited in the Gemara later 
on that the internal rumen is the area exposed by the 
butcher when slaughtering the animal, as the area that is 
thereby exposed is not dorsal rumen. 
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§ The mishna states that if the internal rumen was perforated or 
most of the external rumen was torn, the animal is a tereifa. With 
regard to this, Rav Yehuda says that Rav says: Natan bar Sheila, 
chief butcher of Tzippori, testified before Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi 
in the name of Rabbi Natan: Which is the internal rumen? It 
is the cecum." And so said Rabbi Yehoshua ben Korha: It is 
the cecum. Rabbi Yishmael said: It is the opening [istumka] of 
the rumen. 


Rav Asi says that Rabbi Yohanan says: There is a narrow place in 

the rumen, and this is the internal rumen; all the rest is the external 

rumen. But I do not know which area is this narrow place. Rav 
Nahman bar Yitzhak said: The rumen has fallen in a pit, i.e., since 

it is unknown which area is considered the narrow place, a perfora- 
tion in any part of the rumen renders the animal a tereifa. Rav Aha 

bar Rav Ava says that Rav Asi says: The inner rumen extends 

from the narrow place, where the rumen begins to narrow as it 

approaches the gullet, and downward toward the gullet when the 

animal is suspended by its legs. 


Rabbi Yaakov bar Nahmani says in the name of Shmuel: The 
internal rumen is the place in the rumen that has no wool,’ i.e., 
downy projections on the inside of the rumen. Rabbi Avina says 
in the name of Geneiva, who said in the name of Rav: The hand- 
breadth in the gullet adjacent to the rumen, this is the internal 
rumen. 


Cecum [sanya divi] — 2° K: The translation follows Rashi and 
others, who understand this phrase as referring to the cecum. m 
The cecum is not part of the rumen, but rather a pouch located Fi 
between the small and large intestines in which food can accu- 
mulate. According to this understanding, the cecum is called the 
internal rumen because it resembles the rumen and is found 
toward the end of the digestive tract (see Yavin Shemua and 
Sihat Hullin). Rashi offers an additional explanation: The term 
sanya divi refers to a set of two pouches toward the rear of the 
rumen. These pouches can be filled with partially digested food, 
and butchers perforate them in order to remove it. 

Rashi offers two possible etymologies of the term sanya divi. 
According to both, the word sanya derives from the root sin, nun, 
alef, meaning to hate or be disgusted. One interpretation holds 
that the word divi refers to wolves, similar to the Hebrew zeev. 
The term therefore denotes an organ so disgusting that even 
wolves avoid it. According to the other, the word divi refers to 
oozing, similar to the Hebrew zav. The term therefore denotes 
an organ full of repulsive ooze. 


i 


Sanya divi according to Rashi's first interpretation 


Sanya divi according to Rashi's second interpretation 
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In the West, Eretz Yisrael, they said in the name of Rabbi Yosei bar 
Hanina: The entire rumen is the internal rumen." And if so, which 
is the external rumen?" It is the flesh that envelops the majority of 
the rumen" on the underside of the animal. Rabba bar Rav Huna 
says: The internal rumen is the mafrata. The Gemara asks: What is 
the mafrata? Rav Avya said: It is the place that the butcher exposes 
when he opens up the animal, i.e., the underside of the stomach. 


The Gemara recounts: In Neharde’a, they practiced in accordance 
with the opinion of Rabba bar Rav Huna. Rav Ashi said to Ameimar, 
one of the Sages of Neharde’a: What about all these other statements, 
that the internal rumen is another part of the rumen? Ameimar said 
to him: They are all included in the definition of the rumen according 
to Rabba bar Rav Huna. The cecum, the opening of the stomach, and 
the place with no wool all face the underside of the stomach, i.e., 
the mafrata. 


Rav Ashi replied: And what about the opinion that Rav Asi says in 

the name of Rabbi Yohanan, that the internal rumen is an unknown 

narrow area? Shouldn't the entire rumen be treated as the internal 

rumen? Ameimar said to him: Rav Aha bar Ava already explained 

that it is the area extending from the narrow place until the gullet. This 

area is also included in the mafrata. Rav Ashi asked further: And what 

of the opinion of Rabbi Avina, that the internal rumen is the hand- 
breadth near the gullet, and of the residents of the West, Eretz Yisrael, 
that it is the entire rumen? Ameimar said to him: These opinions 

certainly disagree with that of Rabba bar Rav Huna, but we do not 
follow them. 


§ The mishna states: Rabbi Yehuda says: With regard to a tear in the 
external rumen, for a large animal, a tear of one handbreadth renders 
it a tereifa, while for a small animal, it is a tereifa only if most of it was 
torn. Rabbi Binyamin bar Yefet says that Rabbi Elazar says: The 
word: Large, is not referring literally to a large animal," and the word: 
Small, is not referring literally to a small animal. Rather, concerning 
any animal large enough that its external rumen can be torn one 
handbreadth and this does not constitute most of it, this is what we 
learned: For a large animal, a tear of one handbreadth renders it a 
tereifa. And concerning any animal small enough that most of its 
external rumen can be torn and this does not constitute one hand- 
breadth, this is what we learned: For a small animal, it is a tereifa 
only if most of it was torn. In other words, any external rumen torn 
either one handbreadth or in its majority renders the animal a tereifa. 


The Gemara asks: If most of the external rumen is torn but it does 
not constitute a handbreadth, isn’t it obvious that the animal is 
rendered a tereifa? There is a principle that the majority of an entity is 
considered like all of it. The Gemara responds: No, it is necessary to 
teach this for a case where the tear would constitute a handbreadth 
with any amount more than a majority, i.e., the external rumen is 
slightly smaller than two handbreadths. Lest you say that in such a 
case, the animal is not a tereifa until a handbreadth of it is torn, this 
halakha teaches us that this is not so. Rather, if the majority of the 
rumen is torn, the animal is a tereifa, even if this constitutes less than 
a handbreadth. 


Geneiva says that Rabbi Asi says: Ifa round hole was bored" through 
the external rumen as large as a sela coin, the animal is a tereifa, since 
if a hole of such size will be stretched, it will reach the length of 
a handbreadth. Rabbi Hiyya bar Abba said: This matter was 
explained to me personally by Geneiva himself, when we were on 
the ferry of Neharde’a: If the hole is exactly as large as a sela, the 
animal is kosher. If the size of the hole is greater than a sela, it is a 
tereifa. The Gemara asks: And how much is considered greater than 
a sela? Rav Yosef said: For example, if three date pits covered in 
remains of the date can fit through the hole with difficulty, or if, with- 
out being covered in any remains, they can fit comfortably, this is 
considered a hole larger than a sela. 


HALAKHA 


The entire rumen is the internal rumen — bs 
mT DID NT it bia DW: If any part of the 
rumen was perforated in any amount, the ani- 
mal is a tereifa, in accordance with the stringent 
opinion of Rabbi Yosei bar Hanina, as the dis- 
agreement is not resolved in the Gemara (Rashi). 
Some halakhic authorities conclude from this that 
the status of the animal is considered uncertain 
(Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Shehita 6:11, 9:5; 
Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De’a 48:2, and see Pithei Tes- 
huva and Arukh HaShulhan there). 


Which is the external rumen — 71x97 D2 TK: 
The flesh that envelops the majority of the rumen 
is defined as all the flesh that, if torn, will expose 
he rumen. If the majority of the thickness of this 
flesh or torn or removed, even if the rumen is not 
itself exposed, the animal is a tereifa, in accor- 
dance with the opinion of Rabbi Yosei bar Hanina 
Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Shehita 6:11, 9:5; 
Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh Dea 48:3). 


s not referring literally to a large animal — x 
van mina Tn: If a handbreadth of the flesh 
enveloping the rumen was torn, the animal is a 
tereifa. If most of it was torn, even if the animal 
is so small that this constitutes less than a hand- 
breadth, the animal is a tereifa, in accordance with 
the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda and the statement 
of Rabbi Binyamin bar Yefet. This is the halakha 
whether the tear runs lengthwise or widthwise 
(Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Shehita 9:5; 
Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 48:3, and Shakh there). 


Was bored — 777p): If a round or elongated 
hole larger than a sela coin, i.e, a hole that three 
date pits can fit through at once with difficulty, 
appeared in the flesh enveloping the rumen, the 
animal is a tereifa. This is because a hole this size 
can be stretched to the length of a handbreadth, 
in accordance with the opinion of Geneiva and 
Rav Yosef (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Shehita 
9:6; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De'a 48:4, and see Taz 
there). 


NOTES 


The flesh that envelops the majority of the 
rumen - D97 Ai NX DING Was: The front of 
the rumen is covered by the ribs, but most of the 
rumen is protected by the flesh on the animal's 
belly, which extends down to the hips. This is the 
flesh that envelops the majority of the rumen 
referred to by the Gemara. Alternatively, the loca- 
tion of the internal rumen may be the portion 
near the gullet, as that section contains less dense 
papillae that resemble hair, while the external 
rumen may be the denser papillae resembling 
wool found further back (Chullin Illuminated, cit- 
ing Tiferet Ya'akov). 
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NOTES 

From one side, the animal is kosher — mwa my 127: 
The baraita must refer to a needle protruding only 
from the inside. If the needle protrudes only from the 
outside, the animal is a tereifa, since it presumably 
arrived there by piercing the gullet or another part 
of the digestive system and traveling through the 
abdominal cavity (Tosafot; see 48b-49a). 


Perek III 
Daf51 Amuda 


HALAKHA 


If a scab covered the wound - 73/277 5 phan: If one 
sells an animal for slaughter, and the buyer slaughters 
it and finds it to be a tereifa, e.g., he found a needle 
perforating through the reticulum with a drop of 
blood on it, and the wound has scabbed over, it is 
certain that three days have passed since the perfora- 
ion occurred. Therefore, if it was slaughtered within 
hree days of the purchase, the sale was a mistaken 
ransaction, and the seller must refund the buyer. If 
he animal was slaughtered more than three days after 
he purchase, or if the wound was not scabbed over, 
it is uncertain whether the perforation occurred in 
he possession of the buyer or of the seller. The buyer 
must therefore bring evidence that it occurred in the 
possession of the seller in order to claim a mistaken 
ransaction, even if he has not yet paid for the animal, 
in accordance with the baraita (Rambam Sefer Kinyan, 
Hilkhot Mekhira 20:15; Shulhan Arukh, Hoshen Mishpat 
224:2, 232:11). 
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§ The mishna states: An animal is a tereifa if the omasum or the 
reticulum was perforated to the outside, i.e., to the abdominal cavity. 
With regard to this, the Sages taught: In the case of a needle that 
is found in the thickness of the reticulum," if it pierced the wall 
from only one side, the animal is kosher." If it pierced the wall from 
both sides, i.e., the needle completely pierced the wall of the stom- 
ach, it is a tereifa. But even if it protrudes from both sides, it is not 
always a tereifa, and it may be inspected further: If a drop of con- 
gealed blood is found on top of the needle, 


HALAKHA 


That is found in the thickness of the reticulum — "siya nxyia3w 
nidian Mma: If the wall of the reticulum was perforated through, 
the animal is a tereifa. If a thorn or needle was found embedded 
in the wall of the reticulum from the inside, but it does not project 
outside, one inspects the outside of that area. If one sees a drop 
of blood, one must presume that the wall was perforated and the 
animal is a tereifa. If not, the animal is kosher. This is the halakha 
irrespective of the orientation of the needle, in accordance with 
the Gemara here. Since the contents of the stomach may push 
the needle out eye-first, its orientation is no indication of whether 
it came from without or from within. According to the Rambam 
and the Rosh, there is no need to inspect the wall of the reticulum 
from the outside for blood. The Rema writes that one may rely on 
this opinion after the fact and in cases of potential monetary loss. 


If the needle projects from both sides of the wall of the reticu- 
lum, one inspects the area surrounding it. If one finds a drop of 
blood adjacent to the needle, one must presume that the per- 
foration occurred while the animal was still alive, rendering it a 
tereifa. If not, one may presume that the perforation occurred after 
slaughter, and the animal is kosher, in accordance with the baraita 
and Gemara on 51a. Nowadays there is no received tradition with 
regard to proper inspection, and the animal is considered a tereifa 
even if no blood is found by the needle (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, 
Hilkhot Shehita 6:12; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De'a 48:7-8, and see Kaf 
HaHayyim and Darkhei Teshuva there). 
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it is certain that the perforation was created before the slaughter 
of the animal, and it is therefore a tereifa. If a drop of blood is 
not found on it, it is certain that it occurred after the slaughter, 
when the blood of the animal had stopped flowing. The animal is 
therefore kosher. 


If a scab covered the opening of the wound," i.e., the perforation, 
it is certain that the perforation occurred three days before the 
slaughter." Consequently, if the animal was sold less than three days 
before the slaughter, the buyer can claim that the transaction was 
performed in error, as he did not intend to purchase a tereifa animal, 
and the seller must refund the buyer. If a scab did not cover the 
opening of the wound, and it is uncertain whether the perforation 
occurred before or after the animal was purchased, the burden of 
proof rests upon the claimant." Accordingly, the buyer must fur- 
nish proof that the perforation occurred before the purchase in 
order to demand a refund. 


NOTES 
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Three days before the slaughter - monw otip oa? aww: In this 
case, the customer was sold a tereifa unwittingly, tendering the 
purchase a mistaken transaction. Some suggest that this applies 
only to uncommon tereifot, such as an animal with a needle in the 


reticulum, but a normal buyer assumes liability for common tereifot, 


such as adhesions in the lungs, and cannot cancel the transaction 
in such cases (Rabbeinu Efrayim; Sefer Halttur). The Ramban cites 
other precedents to the effect that even common defects are 
grounds for a buyer to claim a mistaken transaction, even if he 
did not stipulate so explicitly at the time of the purchase. The Rosh 
rejects these proofs and explains that one may claim a mistaken 
transaction only in cases where the seller could have known about 


the defect, and the buyer trusted that he would not cheat him. 


With regard to a live tereifa, though, which is not evident even to 
the seller, the buyer must stipulate at the time of purchase that the 
seller assumes liability. 


The burden of proof rests upon the claimant — wana wysing 
MITA voy: This is because one party may not be forced to pay 
another in a case of uncertainty. The buyer here is the claimant, 
since he is demanding the return of his money from the seller 
(Rashi). According to Tosafot, even if the buyer has acquired the 
animal but not yet paid for it, he must furnish proof or be forced to 
pay, since one presumes that if the defect was found in the buyer's 
house it occurred in his house. In support of this opinion, Tosafot 
cites the case in tractate Ketubot (76b) of a husband who finds a 
defect in his wife after marrying her. He must furnish proof that the 
defect occurred before the marriage in order to claim a mistaken 
transaction, since one presumes that if the defect was found in his 
house, it occurred there. 
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The Gemara asks: But in what way is this case different from all 
other perforations, where even though there is no blood on 
the wound the Master deems the animal a tereifa? The Gemara 
responds: There, in all other cases, there is nothing to which the 
blood can attach. Even if the wound had bled, the blood would be 
reabsorbed into the flesh. Here, since there is a needle, it follows 
that if it is the case that the perforation occurred before slaughter, 
blood from the wound would have attached to the needle. Accord- 
ingly, if there is no blood on the needle, it is certain that the 
perforation occurred after slaughter. 


The Gemara relates that Rav Safra said to Abaye: Did the Master 
see a Torah scholar who came from the West, Eretz Yisrael, and 
said: My name is Rav Avira? He said that there was an incident 
that came before Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi involving a needle that 
was found in the thickness of the reticulum protruding from only 
one side, and he deemed the animal a tereifa. Abaye sent a message 
to Rav Avira calling for him to come and explain the matter, since 
this contradicts the baraita that states that the animal is a tereifa 
only if the needle protrudes from both sides. Rav Avira did not 
come before him, so Abaye went before Rav Avira. Rav Avira was 
standing on the roof. Abaye said to him: Let Master descend and 
come, but Rav Avira did not descend. Abaye ascended to him 
and said to him: Say to me, what were the circumstances of the 
incident itself? 


Rav Avira said to him: I am a director of assemblies® in the study 
hall. I was standing above the Great Rabbi? Yehuda HaNasi, and 

Rav Huna of Tzippori and Rabbi Yosei of Medea were sitting 

before him, and a needle came before Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi that 

was found in the thickness of the reticulum protruding from one 

side, i.e., the inside, and Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi turned the reticu- 
lum over and found a drop of blood on the outside, parallel to the 

wound on the inside, and he deemed the animal a tereifa. And he 

said: If there is no wound on the outside there as well, from where 

is this drop of blood? Abaye said to Rav Avira: He caused that man 

trouble needlessly, i.e., you troubled me for no reason. This is noth- 
ing more than the mishna, which states that an animal is a tereifa if 
the omasum or the reticulum was perforated to the outside. 


§ The mishna states: An animal that fell" from the roof is a tereifa, 
since its limbs may have been shattered. Rav Huna says: If one left 
an animal above," on the roof, and he came back and found it 
below, but did not see it fall, one need not be concerned with 
regard to the shattering of limbs. One may presume that it jumped 
intentionally and was not injured. 


The Gemara relates: There was a certain kid belonging to Ravina 

that saw barley groats through an open skylight. It jumped down 

through the skylight and fell from the roof to the ground. The case 

came before Rav Ashi, and Ravina said to him: What is the ratio- 
nale for this statement that Rav Huna says, that if one left an ani- 
mal above and he came back and found it below, one need not be 

concerned about the possible shattering of limbs? Is it because 

the animal usually has something to grab hold of? If so, since this 

kid jumped through a skylight, it did not have something to grab 

hold of, and one must be concerned. Or perhaps it is because the 

animal evaluates itself and determines that it can jump without 

injury. If so, this kid also evaluated itself before jumping, and one 

need not be concerned. 


Fell - mbps: This halakha is unique to tereifot. If an animal falls from 
a height of ten handbreadths or more and lands roughly, one 
must be concerned that its limbs have been shattered. According 
to Rashi, any animal that survives for a twenty-four-hour period 
can be definitely said not to have shattered limbs, although it 
may require inspection for other injuries that would render it a 


NOTES 
tereifa (see Ra'ah). The Rambam understands that an animal is 
deemed to have shattered limbs if one of the internal organs in 
the body has lost its shape due to the fall, even if it has not been 
broken or perforated. This inspection can be carried out only after 
twenty-four hours have passed, when the animal's condition has 
stabilized (Rashba). 


BACKGROUND 

Director of assemblies — ni3 waa: This phrase 
appears only once in the Talmud. It literally denotes the 
person who dismisses the students from the study hall 
or the congregation from the synagogue. This has been 
described in the Jerusalem Talmud as the responsibility 
of the disseminator (Berakhot 4:1). According to Rashi, 
the phrase refers to a broad administrative position, 
with responsibility for order in the study hall in general. 
The title: Rav, as opposed to: Rabbi, indicates that Rav 
Avira was a Torah scholar but had not received the for- 
mal ordination reserved for great Sages. 


The Great Rabbi — #3727: Rashi understands that 
this refers to Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi, who in the Talmud 
is called simply Rabbi. This is historically improbable, 
given that the episode occurred during the life of Abaye, 
who lived considerably later. It seems more reasonable 
that this refers to Rabbi Yehuda Nesia |, the grandson of 
Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi, or even his own grandson, Rabbi 
Yehuda Nesia 11. Some explain that it may refer to Rabbi 
Yohanan, and the title Rabbi simply denotes Rav Avira’s 
teacher or served as a generic title of honor. 


HALAKHA 

If one left an animal above — nya maga ram: If an 
animal jumped voluntarily even from a great height, 
one need not be concerned that the fall rendered it 
a tereifa even if it cannot walk afterward, since it esti- 
mated that it could survive the fall unharmed. This 
applies as well if it jumped from a window or skylight. 
Therefore, if one left the animal in a high place and 
later found it on the ground, the animal remains kosher, 
in accordance with the statements of Rav Huna and 
Rav Ashi (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Shehita 9:9; 
Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh Dea 58:11). 
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HALAKHA 


Suffers from rheumatism — BPI KIW: If an animal 
drags its legs, and it is uncertain whether it fell from a 
height, one need not be concerned that this is due to 
a spinal injury contracted during a fall. Rather, one may 
presume that it is due to rheumatism, in accordance 
with the statement of Rav Yeimar. But if the animal cer- 
tainly fell, it must be inspected. Since today there is no 
received tradition as to how to perform such an inspec- 
tion, any animal that requires inspection is deemed a 
tereifa. The same halakha applies with regard to a bird. 
Even if the animal was in a place where it likely fell, one 
need not presume that it fell if the matter is uncertain 
(Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Shehita 9:10; Shulhan 
Arukh, Yoreh De’a 32:7-8, and in the comment of Rema, 
and Shakh and Darkhei Teshuva there). 


Rams that butt one another — m nx m praya ot: 
If rams butt each other, one need not be concerned 
that this shatters their limbs and renders them tereifot. 
But if they fall to the ground from the impact, one must 
be concerned that their limbs were shattered due to 
the fall, rendering them tereifot, in accordance with the 
statement of Rav Huna. This ruling applies even if the 
animals fell from a height of less than ten handbreadths 
(Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Shehita 9:10; Shulhan 
Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 58:9 and Shakh there). 


These rams that thieves steal — 1333 '2237 °13 37: 
thieves steal an animal from its pen, even if they throw 
over a very high fence, one need not be concerned 
hat this renders the animal a tereifa. This is because 
he thieves throw them carefully such that they land on 
heir hips and can run before them. If the thieves throw 
an animal while returning it out of necessity, one must 
be concerned that they threw it roughly. If they return 
e animal out of repentance, the animal is kosher, since 
hey will have returned it carefully, in accordance with 
he statement of Rav Menashei (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, 
Hilkhot Shehita 9:11; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 58:12). 


Hit an animal on its head - arta by mai: If one hit an 
animal on its head with a stick, and the blow fell along 
the entire length of the spine, the animal is kosher, and 
one need not be concerned that the spine might have 
been severed by the blow. If the end of the stick reached 
the middle of the spine, the animal must be inspected 
in the place where the blow fell. Likewise, if the stick 
had knots on it, one must inspect the place where the 
knots fell. If one hit the animal across its spine, one 
must inspect the spine in the place that the blow fell, in 
accordance with the statement of Rav Yehuda. Halakhic 
authorities differ as to whether the animal still requires 
inspection if it is able to walk normally. All agree that this 
halakha applies only to especially harsh blows; one need 
not be concerned after a normal blow, provided that 
the animal can walk normally afterward (Rambam Sefer 
Kedusha, Hilkhot Shehita 9:13; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 
32:6, and see Pithei Teshuva and Darkhei Teshuva there). 


LANGUAGE 

Rheumatism [shigrona] — «3119: Many possess a tex- 
tual variant that reads shigdona, which resembles the 
Mandaic shingedonia, meaning a disease of the thighs. 
Some claim that the word derives from Greek, like the 
Latin ischiadicum, meaning a disease of the thighs 
caused by pressure on the sciatic nerve. This can cause 
great pain and difficulty walking. Some understand the 
word as referring to rheumatoid arthritis or gout, which 
are characterized by inflammation of the joints. 
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Rav Ashi said to him: It is because the animal evaluates itself 
before jumping, and this kid also evaluated itself before jumping. 
Therefore, one need not be concerned about the possible shatter- 
ing of limbs. 


The Gemara relates that there was a certain ewe that was in the 
house of Rav Haviva, whose hind legs would drag. Rav Yeimar 
said: This ewe suffers from rheumatism [shigrona],"' and this is 
why she drags her legs. Ravina objects to this: But perhaps the 
spinal cord was cut, and this is why the ewe dragged her legs, 
and the animal is a tereifa. They inspected her and found that 
the spinal cord was cut, as Ravina said. The Gemara notes: And 
even so, the halakha is in accordance with the opinion of Rav 
Yeimar, since rheumatism is common, but a cut spinal cord is 
not common. Accordingly, one need not be concerned about the 
possibility of a cut spinal cord. 


Rav Huna also says: With regard to rams that butt one another," 
one need not be concerned with regard to shattering of limbs. 
Even though they are in pain and stand still, it is only a fever 
that afflicts them; one need not be concerned about the possibil- 
ity of severe injuries. But if they fall to the ground due to the 
impact, we certainly must be concerned that their limbs may have 
been shattered. 


Rav Menashei says: With regard to these rams that thieves steal" 
and throw over the fence, one need not be concerned with regard 
to the shattering of limbs. What is the reason for this? When the 
thieves throw them over the fence, they throw them so that they 
land on their hips," where they will not be injured, so that they 
will be able to run before them. But if the thieves returned them 
to the owner, we certainly must be concerned that their limbs 
may have been shattered, since thieves do not throw them carefully 
when returning them. And this statement applies only when they 
return them due to fear of being caught, or are otherwise forced 
to return them. But if they return them due to repentance, they 
have performed full-fledged repentance and will take care to 
return them without injury. 


Rav Yehuda says that Rav says: If one hit an animal on its head" 

with a stick, and the length of the stick continued toward its back; 

or if one hit the animal on its tail and the length of the stick con- 
tinued toward its head, such that in either case the blow extended 

along the entire spine, one need not be concerned with regard 

to the shattering of limbs. But if the length of the stick con- 
cluded at the middle of the back, we must be concerned that the 

strike caused an injury to the spine. And if there are knots, i.e., 
protrusions, on the stick, we must be concerned that it injured 

the spine, even if the stick fell across the entire back. And if he 

struck it like a slash across the width of the back, we must be 

concerned that it injured the spine. 


On their hips [ammatnayhu] — ™aa%: Rashi understands 
that the thieves throw the sheep such that they land on their 
haunches, where it is less likely their bones or spinal cord will 
be broken. The Meiri explains that the thieves lower the animals 


NOTES 


Some commentaries hold that even if an animal falls on its 
hips, if it was not deliberately thrown that way, one must still 
be concerned that its limbs were shattered (Kanfei Yona; Arukh 
HaShulhan). 


by their hips, perhaps by gripping their hips, so that they land 
on their feet. Others understand this term as indicating that the 
thieves lower the animals using ropes (Meiri; Arukh). 
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§ Rav Nahman says: The womb is not subject to concern about 
possible shattered limbs."" In other words, one need not be con- 
cerned that the limbs ofa newborn calf may have been shattered by 
the narrow birth canal. Rava said to Rav Nahman: That which is 
taught in a baraita supports your opinion: A one-day-old infant 


NOTES 


The womb is not subject to concern about possible shat- 


tered limbs — Dax PD DW ja PX 


commentaries are puzzled at this statement, as this ruling 
seems obvious. If the limbs of an animal were shattered by 
birth, most animals would die shortly after being born. Some 


explain that the statement refers only to 
tions, where the calf is unable to walk a 
experiences gonorrhea-li 
Others explain that the statement refers 


e discharges (Tosefot Rabbeinu Peretz). 


shom Meor HaGola). Some commentaries cite the continuation 
of the Gemara as evidence that this statement refers even to 
normal births. They explain that one might think it necessary 
to be concerned even for the minority of calves whose limbs 
are shattered by birth, and one would therefore need to wait 
twenty-four hours after every birth to deem the calf kosher. Rav 
Nahman’s statement teaches that this is unnecessary (Ran). The 
Rambam understands this statement as dismissing concern for 
the shattering of the womb itself (see Responsa of the Rivash). 


on ma: The early 


births with complica- 
fter birth (Tosafot), or 


only to animals that 


fall roughly from the birth canal to the ground (Rabbeinu Ger- 
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becomes ritually impure if he experiences a gonorrhea-like dis- 
charge [ziva]." And if it should enter your mind that a newborn 
is subject to concern about possible shattered limbs, read here the 
ruling stated with regard to ziva, that one’s discharge renders one 
impure only when it issues “out of his flesh” (Leviticus 15:2), but 
not when it issues due to circumstances beyond his control," e.g., 
due to illness. Therefore, if one must be concerned that a newborn’s 
limbs may have shattered during birth, his discharge would not 
render him impure. 


The Gemara responds: One cannot bring a proof from this baraita, 
since here we are dealing with a case where the infant left the 
womb by caesarean section and did not exit through the narrow 
birth canal. By contrast, after normal births, a newborn's discharge 
does not render it impure, since one is concerned about the 
possibility of shattered limbs. 


The Gemara suggests: Come and hear proof from a baraita: Ifa calf 
was born on a Festival, one may slaughter it and eat it on the 
Festival. One need not wait twenty-four hours before deeming 
the animal kosher, as one does for an animal that fell from a roof. 
Apparently, one need not be concerned that its limbs were shattered 
during the birth. The Gemara responds: Here, too, the baraita is 
referring to a case where the calf left the womb by caesarean sec- 
tion. But after normal births, one must wait twenty-four hours 
before slaughtering the calf. 


HALAKHA 

The womb is not subject to concern about possible shat- 
tered limbs — DAN 971" Dw 12 pg ONT Ma: One need 
not be concerned that a calf’s limbs may have been shat- 
tered at birth due to contractions, and one does not need 
to wait twenty-four hours to determine that the animal is 
kosher as one does with an animal that fell from a height, 
in accordance with the statement of Rav Nahman as under- 
stood by the majority of the early commentaries. In addition, 
if a female animal fell and shattered its womb, but the rest 
of its organs are unharmed, it is kosher, in accordance with 
the interpretation of the Rambam (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, 
Hilkhot Shehita 9:17; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De'a 15:2). 


HALAKHA 


A one-day-old child becomes ritually impure if he 
experiences ziva - 72"3 KAVA INK OF [2a piva: A one- 
day-old newborn becomes ritually impure if he experi- 
ences ziva (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Metamei Mishkav 
UMoshav 1:4). 


But not due to circumstances beyond his control - x) 
imix sania: One who experiences a gonorrhea-like dis- 
charge due to illness or other circumstances beyond his 
control is not rendered impure (Rambam Sefer Korbanot, 
Hilkhot Mehusrei Kappara 2:2). 


NOTES 

Out of his flesh, but not due to circumstances beyond 
his control — imix nana xh) Swan: In tractates Kiddushin 
(2b) and Karetot (8b), Rashi explains: The phrase “out of his 
flesh” denotes a discharge that occurred by itself and not 
due to some external cause. The Rambam explains that 
the discharge must be due to a disease in the organs that 
produce semen, rather than some other dysfunction in the 
body (Rambam’s Commentary on the Mishna, Zavim 2:2). 
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HALAKHA 


Where the animal left the womb by caesarean section - 
1217 JWI KW: A firstborn animal born by caesarean sec- 
tion is unfit for sacrifice even if it is unblemished (Rambam 
Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Issurei Mizbe‘ah 3:4). 


That spread out its legs on the ground - ’33 by paw 
yp: If a calf was born on a Festival to a kosher animal, 
and the mother is not considered set aside and it is per- 
mitted to slaughter and consume it on the Festival, the calf 
may be slaughtered the same day it is born, provided it 
came to full term and would be able to survive. The Rema 
writes that this applies only if the animal spread out its 
legs on the ground. Although in principle one need not 
be concerned that the calf's limbs were shattered at birth, 
nevertheless, one of its internal organs may still be dam- 
aged, and one must take extra precautions on a Festival to 
ensure that one does not slaughter an animal needlessly 
(see Rosh and Tur). By contrast, according to the Maharshal 
and Taz, one need not take such precautions. In any case, 
nowadays there is no received tradition for determining if 
a calf has come to full term, and it is therefore prohibited 
to slaughter such an animal out of concern that it may 
not be viable (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Yom Tov 
2:1; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 498:5, and see Mishna 
Berura there). 


Slaughterhouse — oyna ma: If an animal was thrown 
o the floor for slaughter, even if the fall makes a loud 
noise, one need not be concerned that its limbs have 
been shattered, since it digs it hooves into the ground and 
essens the shock of the fall. This follows the Rambam's 
interpretation of the Gemara, that the noise mentioned 
is that of the impact rather than the cries of the animal. 
The Rema writes that this ruling applies only ifthe animal's 
egs were free when thrown to the ground. But if they 
were all tied, one must be concerned that the fall rendered 
he animal a tereifa. This is true even if it fell less than ten 
handbreadths. Therefore, one should not tie more than 
wo of the animal's legs before slaughter (Rambam Sefer 
Kedusha, Hilkhot Shehita 9:12; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 
58:10, and Shakh and Taz there). 


If it stood up again — May: If an animal fell from a height 
of ten handbreadths or more and did not stand up again, 
one must wait twenty-four hours before slaughtering 
it. If one slaughtered it during this period, the animal is 
deemed a tereifa even if one inspects it and finds all its 
organs intact. If the animal stood up by itself during this 
period, it may be slaughtered immediately and inspected 
for injury, in accordance with the statement of Rav. Today 
there is no received tradition for inspecting the animal's 
organs, and the animal is deemed a tereifa unless it was 
able to walk again (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Shehita 
9:9; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De'a 58:3, 4, 6, and in the com- 
ment of Rema). 


If it walked it does not require inspection - 7Y% aba 
ipa AD: If an animal fell from the roof and was able 
to walk afterward, it is kosher. One need not wait twenty- 
four hours before slaughter, and it requires no inspection 
afterward, in accordance with the statement of Rav. This 
applies only if it walked normally for a distance of four 
cubits. If it limped due to the fall, it requires inspection. 
In such cases, since there is no received tradition for 
inspection nowadays, the animal is considered a tereifa 
(Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Shehita 9:9; Shulhan Arukh, 
Yoreh Dea 58:6, and in the comment of Rema). 
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The Gemara suggests: Come and hear proof from another baraita: 
And all agree" that if a firstborn animal was born on a Festival and 
its blemish was born with it, i.e., if it was born with a blemish that 
removes its sanctity and renders it permitted for consumption, it 
is considered to be prepared for the Festival and may be eaten. 
Evidently, one need not wait twenty-four hours before deeming it 
kosher. And if you would say that here too, the baraita deals with a 
case where the animal left the womb by caesarean section," one 
might respond: Is a firstborn animal born by caesarean section 
sanctified? But doesn’t Rabbi Yohanan say: Rabbi Shimon would 
concede with regard to sacrificial animals, e.g., a firstborn, that an 
animal born by caesarean section is not sanctified?" Therefore, the 
baraita must be referring to an animal born naturally. 


The Gemara responds: Here we are dealing with a firstborn that 
spread out its legs on the ground" and stood up immediately after 
birth. In such a case the animal is certainly not a tereifa on account 
of shattered limbs. 


§ And Rav Nahman says: If an animal was thrown to the ground in 
the slaughterhouse" in preparation for slaughter, itis not subject to 
concern for shattered limbs. 


The Gemara relates: A certain bull fell in the slaughterhouse, and 
its bellowing was audible due to the blow. Still, Rav Yitzhak bar 
Shmuel bar Marta entered and took from the very best portions 
of the bull and was not concerned that it may have been a tereifa. The 
Sages said to him: From where did you learn this? Rav Yitzhak bar 
Shmuel bar Marta said to them: This is what Rav said: When falling, 
the bull digs in its hooves until it reaches the earth. Therefore, one 
need not be concerned that it fell roughly. 


§ Rav Yehuda says that Rav says: If an animal fell and stood up 
again," it does not require a twenty-four-hour period mentioned 
in the mishna (56b) to determine if it may be slaughtered. Neverthe- 
less, it certainly requires inspection’ after slaughter to determine 
whether it was injured by the fall and rendered a tereifa. But if it 
both stood up and walked after the fall, it does not even require 
inspection" after slaughter. Rav Hiyya bar Ashi says: Both in this 
case and in that case, i.e., even if it walked after the fall, it requires 
inspection. 


And all agree — pwy: An unblemished 


be sacrificed in the Temple, where it is consumed by members 


of the priesthood. If it has a permanen 
may slaughter and consume it wherever 
to a firstborn animal born before a Fest 
permanent blemish on the Festival itse 


that it may not be slaughtered on the Festival. This is because 


it was already set aside at the start of the 


NOTES 
It certainly requires inspection — x» »X71) pT: The Ra'ah 
writes that if the animal's limbs had been shattered, it would 
not have survived twenty-four hours. It requires inspection only 
because one of the internal organs may be perforated, rendering 
the animal a tereifa in its own right. By contrast, other early com- 
mentaries understand that one must inspect for shattered limbs 
as well even after twenty-four hours. The Rambam maintains a 
similar opinion and understands that the concern for shattered 


firstborn animal must 


blemish, the priests 
hey wish. With regard 
ival that developed a 
f, there is an opinion 


Festival as a sacrificial 


animal (Beitza 26b), and an item set asid 


e at the beginning of limbs includes even internal organs. Therefore, the inspection 


the Festival is considered set aside for the entire day. This baraita 
teaches that if an animal was born on a Festival with a blemish, 
it may be slaughtered according to all opinions. Since it was 
born blemished, it was never considered consecrated with the 
sanctity of the firstborn. 


Rabbi Shimon would concede with regard to sacrificial 
animals that an animal born by caesarean section is not 
sanctified - winp mew mT payd pya vay mT AT: Rabbi 
Shimon, as opposed to the Rabbis, holds that a caesarean section 
has the halakhic status of a birth in humans, and the mother is 
obligated to bring the offering required after childbirth. Never- 
theless, he concedes that it does not have the status of a birth 
with regard to sacrificial animals. 


must ascertain that no organ has lost its shape or color due to 
injury, even if there are no perforations, and this applies even 
to organs such as the spleen, which do not render the animal a 
tereifa when perforated. The Rashba explains that according to 
the Rambam the inspection must occur after twenty-four hours 
have passed, since injuries may not become visible beforehand. 

According to the Halakhot Gedolot, citing the Gemara on 58a, 
if the animal survives twelve months after falling it requires no 
inspection after slaughter, since its survival proves that it is not a 
tereifa. This opinion is accepted as halakha. 


This file may not be reproduced or distributed in any form without express permission from the publisher 


TWA 11AN KIX 12 MAY IWY 
mpy stay Kw aby aye Tiny ap 
an nba row 19 by ay hah nba 
oy shy a, sav TWAN NON 

TY 


xbta aa ya moat KDI KDN 
hivar uria gs zd hr May ayy 
- te DN) vb nyn AD APY) 

Dy xb mapa box 


KYTI DT ST OW WPN VA 
9a BID APTA My - NK TAD 
wns aT ter va > vox ony 
32D TPA ADI KI 177 PRVN 

‘he tbng ma 


TAP IT MYA aw KIT > WX 
pgo 5 a sos PKN PID PWK ID 
TPD bys pep 


pana qiy draw WY mm IWY 
- inip xn www P2 oT 15 by 
Sax EN TYAN NYY MAX ashy 7 
X]; sbowt KTN- To moyn 
DY KIW ON) 7B b mh mp K 

PONT XI- ATP) 


- rena KYT PU - mon wars 
PUID N? — ABW TY pwn x? 
DPD ND WMT — WYP IPMN IN 

WONI- rp 


KDA ITT H A AMn oad va PAY KYI 
= RD? [porn xb - XD WIT 
PONDI- PON PUTT RIND Pw 
PWS PIVI [PWN - YD xb) prt 
— MOP T [PWM — DP PA ND NT VD 

on KY- KAP IPT PON 


Rav Yirmeya bar Aha says that Rav says: If the animal stretched 
out its foreleg to stand, even if it did not actually stand, it is 
considered to have stood and does not require a twenty-four-hour 
waiting period. Ifit raised its leg to walk, even if it did not actually 
walk, it is considered to have walked and does not require inspec- 
tion according to Rav. And Rav Hisda says: Even if it did not 
stretch out its foreleg, but simply struggled to stand, even ifit did 
not stand, it is considered to have stood and may be slaughtered 
that day. 


The Gemara concludes: And the halakha is: In any case where an 
animal fell from the roof unawares, i.e., unintentionally, and stood 
but did not walk, it requires inspection after slaughter but does 
not require a twenty-four-hour period before slaughter. And if it 
walked, it does not even require an inspection. 


§ Ameimar said in the name of Rav Dimi of Neharde’a: A fallen 
animal that the Sages said requires inspection must be inspected 
around the intestines to see whether the organs there have been 
perforated or torn, rendering the animal a tereifa. Mar Zutra said 
to him: This is what we say in the name of Rav Pappa: Such an 
animal requires inspection around the entire space of the body 
cavity," in case the ribs or spine have been damaged. 


Huna Mar, grandson of Rav Nehemya, said to Rav Ashi: What 
about the two organs that must be severed in ritual slaughter 
[simanim]," i.e., the windpipe and the gullet? Do they require 
inspection as well? Rav Ashi said to him: The simanim are hard 
and resistant to damage in falling. Therefore, one need not inspect 
them. 


§ With regard to birds that have fallen, Rav Yehuda says that 
Shmuel says: If a bird fell and hit" the surface of the water, once 
it swims the full length of its body, this is sufficient to indicate 
that its limbs have not been shattered, similar to an animal that 
walks after falling. And we said this only in cases where it swam 
from below to above, i.e., upstream. But if it swam from above to 
below, i.e., downstream, it is only the water that carried it down, 
and it must be inspected. And if the water is standing, e.g., in a 
pond, we have no problem with it, as it is clear that the bird is 
swimming on its own strength, and it need not be inspected. And 
even if the bird swims downstream, if straw was scattered in front 
of it and the bird overtook it with its swimming, then the bird 
overtook it on its own strength and need not be inspected. 


If the bird fell on a garment spread out taut" over poles, we must 
be concerned that its limbs may have been shattered from the 
impact. If it fell on a garment that was not taut, we need not be 
concerned. In any event, if the garment was folded, we need not 
be concerned, since it presumably was not taut enough to injure 
the bird. If the bird fell on a net whose knots were woven closely 
together, we must be concerned that its limbs may have been 
shattered from the impact. If the knots were not close together, we 
need not be concerned. 


If the bird fell directly on to flax arranged into bundles, we must 
be concerned that its limbs may have been shattered from the 
impact, because the bundles are hard. If it fell on this side or that 
side of the bundles, we need not be concerned, because it did not 
fall directly onto the bundles and the impact was dampened. If it 
fell on bundles of reeds, we must be concerned. If it fell on beaten 
and combed’ flax, with the impurities removed, we need not be 
concerned, since it is soft. If it fell on flax that was beaten but not 
combed, we must be concerned due to the residue of flax stalks 
in the bundles. If it fell on flax that was bundled after it was beaten 
and combed, since it has knots in it we must be concerned. If the 
bird fell on flax tow, a coarse bundle of unspun fiber, we must 
be concerned. If it fell on fine tow, we need not be concerned, 
because it is soft. 


HALAKHA 


Requires inspection around the entire space of the 
body cavity - this Sonat ma taza npa may: Fallen 
animals that require inspection must be checked 
around the entire body cavity, from the top of the 
head until the thighs. If one finds any signs of a tereifa 
specified by the Sages, or if any of the internal organs 
have become misshapen, even organs that could be 
removed without rendering animal a tereifa in their 
own right, the animal is a tereifa, in accordance with 
the statement of Rav Pappa. This ruling is in accor- 
dance with the Rambam’s interpretation of the phrase: 
Shattered limbs, as referring even to internal organs 
(Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Shehita 9:8, 17; Shulhan 
Arukh, Yoreh Dea 58:3). 


Simanim — paa: The simanim need not be checked 
in a fallen animal, in accordance with the statement of 
Rav Ashi (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Shehita 9:18; 
Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De'a 58:3). 


If a bird fell and hit — panaw qiy: If a bird accidentally 
collided with a body of water and was afterward able 
to swim the length of its body upstream, one need not 
be concerned that its limbs were shattered. If it swam 
downstream, it requires inspection. If it outpaced straw 
floating on the surface of the river, one need not be 
concerned even if it swam downstream, since it clearly 
propelled itself, in accordance with the Gemara here. In 
standing water, such as a pond, if it swam the length 
of its body one need not be concerned (Rambam Sefer 
Kedusha, Hilkhot Shehita 9:16; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 
58:7 and Arukh HaShulhan there). 


A garment spread out taut - mma xn: Ifa bird col- 
lided with a hard object, such as a pile of wheat kernels 
or a basket of almonds, one must be concerned that 
its limbs might have been shattered by the impact. If 
it collided with something soft, such as a folded gar- 
ment, straw, or ashes, one need not be concerned, 
in accordance with the Gemara here (Rambam Sefer 
Kedusha, Hilkhot Shehita 9:14). 


BACKGROUND 


Beaten and combed — ¥!93 "7: When flax plants are 
fully grown, the stalks are taken and soaked in water. 
This begins a decomposition process that leaves the 
long fibers intact inside the rotting stalks. The stalks 
are then beaten to break down their remnants, leaving 
only the fibers. One then combs the fibers in order to 
straighten them and remove the tangled remainders of 
the stalks. Afterward, the fibers are spun into threads. 


Dried flax stalks, threads, and processing tool 
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NOTES 

Barley and all similar types of grain, we must be 
concerned — IEI W917 bo rww: Manuscripts and 
many early commentaries have a variant text of: We 
need not be concerned. These commentaries explain 
that barley and similar grains, such as oats, are smooth. 
This causes the bird to roll on impact, cushioning the 
blow. Wheat and similar grains, such as spelt and rye, 
are rougher and will injure the bird (Or Zarua). 


BACKGROUND 
Davuk — 7123: The Arukh, citing Rav Sar Shalom Gaon, 
defines this as a very long stick used by hunters to 
remove birds from trees by covering its tip in glue. The 
stick glues the birds’ wings together so they cannot fly, 
and they fall to the ground. 


HALAKHA 


In a case where two wings were stuck, it is prohibited — 
DX 133792: If both of a bird's wings became trapped 

and it landed roughly on a hard surface, one must be 

concerned that its limbs may have been shattered, and 

it requires inspection. If only one wing was trapped 

one need not be concerned, since the free wing will 

flap and cushion the fall, in accordance with the con- 
clusion of the Gemara (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot 
Shehita 9:15; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 58:8). 
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Ifthe bird fell on nevara, the fibers that grow around a palm tree, we 
must be concerned that its limbs may have been shattered. If it fell 
on timahta, palm bark cut into strips, we need not be concerned. 
If it fell on sifted ashes, we must be concerned, because the ashes 
harden. If it fell on unsifted ashes, we need not be concerned, 
because they are soft and scatter on impact. 


Ifthe bird fell on fine sand, we need not be concerned, because the 
sand slides on impact, cushioning the fall. If it fell on coarse sand, 
we must be concerned, because there are large stones mixed into 
it. Ifit fell on dust of the road, we must be concerned, because the 
dust is compact and hard. If the bird fell on bundled straw, we must 
be concerned, because it is compact and hard. If the straw was not 
bundled, we need not be concerned. 


If the bird fell on wheat and all similar types of grain, such as spelt 
or rye, whose kernels are hard, we must be concerned. If it fell 
on barley and all similar types of grain, such as oats, we must be 
concerned." With regard to all types of beans, there is no concern 
due to possible shattered limbs if a bird fell on them, since their 
round shape causes the bird to slide when it hits them, except for 
fenugreek. With regard to peas, there is no concern due to possible 
shattered limbs, but with regard to chickpeas, there is a concern 
due to possible shattered limbs. The principle of the matter is: 
With regard to anything that slips to the sides on impact, there is 
no concern due to possible shattered limbs. And with regard to 
anything that does not slip, there is a concern due to possible 
shattered limbs. 


If the bird’s wings became stuck to a davuk,® a board covered with 
glue set as a trap, and in trying to escape it fell to the ground while 
stuck to the board, Rav Ashi deemed the bird permitted, while 
Ameimar deemed it prohibited. The Gemara explains: In a case 
where only one wing was stuck to the board, everyone agrees that 
it is permitted, because the bird flaps with the other wing, lessening 
the impact of the fall. They disagree when both wings are stuck to 
the board. The one who deemed it prohibited could have said to 
you: Howwill it stand itself up so that it might dampen the impact? 
And the one who deemed it permitted could have said to you: It 
is possible for it to stand itself up by using the tips of its wings. 


And there are those who say: Ina case where two wings were stuck 
to the board, everyone agrees that it is prohibited, because it can- 
not dampen the impact. They disagree when only one wing is stuck 
to the board. The one who deemed it permitted could have said to 
you: It is possible for it to fly with one wing and dampen the fall. 
And the one who deemed it prohibited could say: Since it cannot 
fly with this wing that is stuck to the davuk, it also cannot fly with 
that untrapped wing. The Gemara concludes: And the halakha is: 
In a case where two wings were stuck, it is prohibited." In a case 
where only one wing was stuck, it is permitted. 
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§ The mishna states that if most of an animal’s ribs were fractured, 
it is a tereifa. The Sages taught: These are most of the ribs:"" Six 
from here and six from there, i.e., six on each side, or eleven from 
here and one from there. Twenty-two ribs are significant for matters 
of tereifot, eleven on each side. Twelve fractured ribs constitutes a 
majority. 


Ze’eiri says: And this applies only when the ribs were fractured from 
the half of the rib toward the spine, but not if they were fractured 
on the other half. Rabba bar bar Hana says that Rabbi Yohanan says: 
And this applies only to fractures occurring in large ribs that contain 
marrow;" fractures in small ribs do not render the animal a tereifa. 


§ Ulla said that ben Zakkai says: If the ribs were dislocated" from 
the spine, even a majority of one side, i.e., six dislocated ribs, is 
enough to render the animal a tereifa. Only if the ribs were broken is 
a majority of both sides necessary. Rabbi Yohanan says: Whether 
they were dislocated or broken, the animal is a tereifa only with a 
majority of both sides. 


Rav says: If a rib was dislocated and the attached vertebra was torn 
out with it, the animal is a tereifa," even if the spinal cord remains 
intact. Rav Kahana and Rav Asi said to Rav: Ifa rib was dislocated 
from here and another rib from there, i.e., both ribs connected to a 
single vertebra were dislocated, but the vertebra itself remains intact, 
what is the halakha? Rav said to them: Are you saying that an animal 
that was sliced in half is a tereifa? This animal is considered to have 
been sliced and already has the status of a carcass, as it is already 
considered dead (see 21a). 


The Gemara asks: But didn’t Rav also say that a sliced animal is a 
tereifa, since he said that if a rib was dislocated along with the attached 
vertebra, the animal is a tereifa? In such a case, the opposite rib is 
inevitably detached. If so, the animal should be considered a carcass. 
The Gemara responds: When Rav said that such an animal is a tereifa, 
he was referring to a case where the rib was dislocated without 
the vertebra. 


The Gemara asks: But didn’t Rav explicitly say his statement with 
regard to a rib and vertebra that were dislocated? The Gemara 
responds: Rav meant that ifa rib and half its attached vertebra" were 
dislocated, the animal is a tereifa. The opposite rib, however, is intact 
and connected to the remainder of the vertebra. 


HALAKHA 


These are most of the ribs — niyby any by: An animal has 
twenty-two large ribs containing marrow, eleven on each side. 
Each rib is fixed in one vertebra. If the majority of the twenty- 
two ribs are broken on their upper halves near the spine, no 
matter their distribution, the animal is a tereifa. If the small ribs, 
which do not contain marrow, are broken, the animal is kosher, 
in accordance with the statements of Rabbi Yohanan and Ze'eiri 
(Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Shehita 10:1; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh 
Dea 54:1-2). 


Dislocated — 143: If the large ribs containing marrow were dis- 
located from the spine, and the vertebrae remain intact, the ribs 
are considered to have been broken. Twelve ribs must be dislo- 
cated in this manner to render the animal a tereifa (Rambam Sefer 
Kedusha, Hilkhot Shehita 10:2; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De'a 54:1). 


A rib with half a vertebra - ran xm phy: If one of the large 
ribs was torn out together with even a small part of the verte- 
bra, the animal is a tereifa, in accordance with the statement of 
Rav as interpreted in the Gemara (see Maggid Mishne). Later 
commentaries rule stringently even if one of the small rips was 
dislocated in this manner, in accordance with the opinion of the 
Rosh, but they rule leniently in cases of potential monetary loss. 
According to the Halakhot Gedolot, the animal is a tereifa even if 
only one rib is dislocated and the vertebra is intact, in accordance 
with the statement of Shmuel later, as understood by Rashi (see 
Bah and Arukh HaShulhan). One should rule stringently in this 
regard save in cases of potential monetary loss (Rambam Sefer 
Kedusha, Hilkhot Shehita 10:2; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 54:3 and 
Shakh there). 
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NOTES 


These are most of the ribs, etc. - 15) yy any by: 
Although kosher animals have thirteen ribs on each side, 
he Sages count only eleven of them for purposes of 
tereifot. The Ra'avan writes that the two foremost ribs, 
which are soft and cartilaginous, are ignored because 
hey are considered part of the breast. This accords with 
he opinion of Rabbeinu Hananel that the breast includes 
wo bones on each side (see Josafot on 45a). According to 
Rashi, the breast includes only one rib on each side. The 
next eleven ribs are counted for purposes of tereifot, and 
he hindmost rib is also ignored because it is smaller and 
soft (see Sihat Hullin and Arukh HaShulhan). 

The image shows the rib cage of a cow when viewed 
rom the left. The first pair of small ribs is shaded. The 
horizontal line denotes the halfway point of the ribs. Only 
breaks above this line can render the animal a tereifa. 


Rib cage of a cow 


Large ribs that contain marrow - ww nbin niyby 
Min qi: According to Rabbeinu Yehonatan of Lunel, this 
excludes the two soft ribs of the breast. According to the 
Rashba, this excludes the two small ribs adjacent to the 
animal's flanks, toward its rear. 


If a rib was dislocated and the vertebra was torn out 
with it, the animal is a tereifa — may KAM yoy mpy 
m5: The animal is a tereifa even if the spinal cord was 
not cut, since it was presumably damaged in some way 
(Arukh HaShulhan). According to the Rashba, this halakha 
as well applies only to large ribs containing marrow. The 
Rosh, however, holds that it applies to both large and 
small ribs. 
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NOTES 

The pestle without the mortar - xmp% xha KD: 
In summary, Rav holds that if only one rib was dislo- 
cated without damaging the vertebra at all, the ani- 
mal is kosher. Likewise, if two ribs were dislocated one 
opposite the other, and the spine is intact, the animal 
is kosher. But if one rib was torn out together with part 
of the vertebra, the animal is a tereifa. If two opposite 
ribs were torn out together with part of the vertebra, 
the animal is considered a carcass. 
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The Gemara challenges: By inference, one may conclude that Rav 
Kahana and Rav Asi stated their question with regard to a less 
serious case, i.e., where a rib from each side was torn out without 
the vertebra being damaged at all. And yet, Rav said to them: 
Are you saying that an animal that was sliced in half is a tereifa? 
Rather, this animal is a carcass and is certainly prohibited. And 
how could Rav say this? But didn’t Ulla say that ben Zakkai says: 
If the ribs were dislocated, even a majority of one side is enough 
to render the animal a tereifa, while if the ribs were broken, a 
majority of both sides is necessary? If so, any animal with fewer 
than six dislocated ribs should be kosher, as long as the spine 
is undamaged. 


The Gemara responds: Rav could have said to you: There, where 
ben Zakkai says that six dislocated ribs on one side render the 
animal a tereifa, this is referring only to ribs not dislocated one 
opposite the other. Here, where Rav says that two dislocated ribs 
render the animal a carcass, this is referring to ribs dislocated one 
opposite the other. 


The Gemara asks: But doesn’t Rabbi Yohanan say that the animal 
is a tereifa only if a majority of both sides was dislocated, and in 
a majority of both sides, it is impossible that one of them is not 
situated opposite another? Still, Rabbi Yohanan says that the 
animal is a tereifa and not a carcass. 


The Gemara responds: There, Rabbi Yohanan is referring to a case 
where the pestle, i.e., the end of the rib, was torn out without 
the mortar," the socket of the vertebra in which it sits, leaving the 
spine completely intact. In such a case, the animal is a tereifa 
only if twelve ribs were dislocated, even though this necessarily 
includes one rib opposite another. Here, where Rav says that two 
dislocated ribs opposite one another render the animal a carcass, 
that is referring to a case where the pestle and mortar were torn 
out together, damaging the spine. 


The Gemara asks: If so, why did Rav Kahana and Rav Asi ask 
anything of Rav? Their case in question is identical to the state- 
ment of Rav. If Rav says that the animal is a tereifa ifa rib and part 
of its vertebra were dislocated, that should be the halakha all 
the more so if ribs opposite one another were dislocated in addi- 
tion to part of the attached vertebra. The Gemara responds: Rav 
Kahana and Rav Asi did not hear that statement of Rav. 


The Gemara persists: But if so, let them ask about the simpler case 
of one dislocated rib, like that which Rav himself discussed. Why 
ask specifically about two ribs opposite one another? The Gemara 
responds: They reasoned: Let us ask him one question through 
which he will explain to us two different cases. As, ifwe ask him 
about only one dislocated rib, this works out well if he says to us 
that the animal is a tereifa, because we can infer that all the more 
so if two ribs opposite one another are dislocated, the animal is a 
tereifa. But if he says to us that it is kosher, we must still ask with 
regard to a case of two dislocated ribs. 


The Gemara objects: If that is so, then now, too, when they ask 
him about two ribs, they may not receive an answer with regard 
to both cases. Granted, this works out well if he says to them that 
an animal with two dislocated ribs opposite one another is kosher, 
since they can infer that all the more so it is kosher if only one rib 
is dislocated. But if he says to them that it is a tereifa, they must 
still ask with regard to a case of only one dislocated rib. 


The Gemara responds: They reasoned that it is better to ask about 
a case where two ribs opposite one another were dislocated, 
because if it is so that Rav holds that the animal is a tereifa if even 
one rib is dislocated, then he would become angry and respond: 
If an animal with even one dislocated rib is a tereifa, is it necessary 
to ask about an animal with two dislocated ribs? 
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The Gemara objects: But they did say this question to him and he 
did not become angry, despite the fact that he holds that even one 
dislocated rib renders the animal a tereifa. The Gemara responds: 
When he said to them: Are you saying that an animal that was 
sliced in half is a tereifa, this is his anger. Rav Kahana and Rav 
Asi understood from this response that an animal with two dislo- 
cated ribs opposite one another is a carcass, but an animal with one 
dislocated rib is a tereifa. 


§ Rabba bar Rav Sheila says that Rav Mattana says that Shmuel 
says: If a rib was ripped from its root, or if the skull was crushed 
in its majority, or if the flesh that envelops the majority of the 
rumen was damaged in its majority, the animal is a tereifa. 


The Gemara asks: Did Shmuel really say that if a rib was ripped 
from its root, the animal is a tereifa? But raise a contradiction from 
a mishna (Oholot 2:3): 


How much is considered a deficiency in the spine of a corpse so 
that it will not be considered a full corpse that would render one 
impure in a tent? Beit Shammai say: Two missing vertebrae, and 
Beit Hillel say: One vertebra." And Rav Yehuda says that Shmuel 
says: And just as Beit Shammai and Beit Hillel disagree with regard 
to ritual impurity, so too they disagree with regard to a tereifa,"ie., 
according to Beit Hillel an animal missing only one vertebra is a 
tereifa. Evidently, Shmuel holds that a missing vertebra renders the 
animal a tereifa, but a dislocated rib does not. 


The Gemara responds: This is not difficult. Here, where Shmuel says 
that a rib ripped from its root renders the animal a tereifa, he is 
referring to a case where the rib was torn out without the vertebra. 
There, where he says that a missing vertebra renders the animal a 
tereifa according to Beit Hillel, he is referring to a case where the 
vertebra was missing without the rib being dislocated. But if the 
rib itself was ripped from its root, the animal is a tereifa. 


The Gemara asks: Granted, with regard to a case where a rib was 
dislocated without the vertebra, you find this commonly. But how 
can you find a case of a missing vertebra without a dislocated rib? 
The Gemara responds: This can occur at the ends of the flanks,’ 
where there are vertebrae with no ribs attached to them. 


Shmuel said that just as Beit Shammai and Beit Hillel disagree with 
regard to ritual impurity, so too they disagree with regard to a tereifa. 
Rav Oshaya objects to this statement: But if that is so, then the 
opinion of Beit Hillel is the more stringent one, as they hold that 
even one missing vertebra renders the animal a tereifa. Accordingly, 
let the tanna teach this dispute along with the list of leniencies of 
Beit Shammai and stringencies of Beit Hillel in tractate Eduyyot. 
Rav said to him: When the question was asked, it was asked with 
regard to the ritual impurity of a corpse. That is the source of the 
dispute between Beit Hillel and Beit Shammai, and on that matter, 
Beit Shammai constitute the stringent opinion. The parallel dis- 
agreement with regard to tereifot is not mentioned explicitly in any 
mishna or baraita, and it was therefore omitted from the list in 
tractate Eduyyot. 


HALAKHA 


One vertebra - nn xan: A complete spine of a 
corpse transmits ritual impurity as would a full corpse 
to that which touches it, carries it, or is under the same 
roof. If it is missing even one vertebra, it is consid- 
ered a mere bone. A mere bone, if its volume is less 
than a quarter-kav, transmits ritual impurity only by 
contact or carrying, but not to that which is under 
the same roof. This ruling is in accordance with the 
opinion of Beit Hillel (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot 
Tumat Met 2:8). 


And so too with regard to a tereifa — maid 121: Ifone 
vertebra is disconnected from an animal's spine, it is 
a tereifa, in accordance with the opinion of Shmuel 
(Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Shehita 10:2; Shulhan 
Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 54:4). 


BACKGROUND 
Ends of the flanks - hea pw: At the ends of the 
flanks, there are vertebrae with no ribs attached to 
them. These vertebrae, located between the rib cage 
and pelvis, are called lumbar vertebrae. 


T AR 


LELLD 


Hi Qr 


Lumbar vertebrae of a cow 


289 


23273 p3 - HULLIN : PEREK III : §2B 


NOTES 


The majority of its height or the majority of its circum- 
ference — 79I 317 i AAAI I7: According to Rabbeinu 
Gershom Meor HaGola, its height refers to the length of 
front of the skull from the top of the mouth up to the area 
where the brain is housed, whereas its circumference is a 
smaller distance from ear to ear around the back of the skull. 
According to Rashi, its height is the distance from the eyes 
o the top of the head, and although he does not explicitly 
define its circumference, he explains that it is larger than the 
height. The Beit Yosef explains that according to Rashi, the 
circumference is the distance around the skull at the level of 
he eyes (see Sihat Hullin), while others understand Rashi to 
mean that the height refers to the height of the skull from 
he front, while the circumference refers to its height from 
he back (see /ssur VeHeter, citing Ra’avya; see also Maharshal 
cited in Keneset HaGedola on Beit Yosef, Yoreh De'a 30:2). 


Cattle skull 


Clawed by a wolf — axta np: This is the only tereifa men- 
ioned explicitly in the Torah: “Therefore you shall not eat 
any flesh that is torn of animals [tereifa] in the field” (Exodus 
22:30). The word tereifa denotes an animal or bird savaged 
by a predator. The venom injected into them endangers 
heir life even after the predator leaves. According to the 
Gemara later, only venom that burns the body of the animal, 
causing perforations in its internal organs, renders it a tereifa. 
odern science has not identified any true venom injected 


by claws of a predatory animal. 


BACKGROUND 


Wolf - axt: The wolf, Canis lupus, is a carnivore similar to a 
dog. It ranges between 1 and 1.5 m in length and can weigh 
up to 60 kg. The wolf lives and hunts in packs, and it often 
preys on large animals, damaging herds of cattle. 


Pack of wolves attacking a bison 
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The Gemara returns to Shmuel’s statement: Or if the skull was 
crushed in its majority," the animal is a tereifa. Rabbi Yirmeya 
raises a dilemma: Is this referring to the majority ofits height or 
the majority of its circumference?" The Gemara responds: The 
dilemma shall stand unresolved. 


Shmuel also said: Or if the flesh that envelops the majority of the 
rumen was damaged in its majority, the animal is a tereifa. Rav Ashi 
raises a dilemma: Is this referring even to a case where the majority 
of the length of the flesh was torn?” Or is it referring only to a case 
where the majority of the flesh was removed, but if it was torn 
along the majority of its length the animal remains kosher? 


The Gemara responds: Resolve the dilemma from that which we 
learned in the mishna: If the internal rumen was perforated or 
most of the external rumen was torn, the animal is a tereifa. And 
in the West, Eretz Yisrael, they said in the name of Rabbi Yosei, 
son of Rabbi Hanina: The entire rumen is the internal rumen. 
And if so, which is the external rumen? It is the flesh that envelops 
the majority of the rumen. Apparently, the animal is a tereifa even 
if the flesh is torn in its majority. 


The Gemara rejects the proof: This explanation is meant only to 
clarify the statement of Shmuel, and Shmuel does not agree with 
the opinion of Rabbi Yosei, son of Rabbi Hanina, as this is what 
Rabbi Ya’akov bar Nahmani said that Shmuel said: The case of: 
Most of the external rumen was torn, mentioned in the mishna, 
where the animal is a tereifa, is not referring to where the flesh 
enveloping the majority of the rumen was torn, but rather where 
the majority of the rumen itself was torn. The internal rumen is the 
place in the rumen that has no wool, i.e., downy projections on the 
inside of the rumen. Accordingly, one cannot prove anything about 
the statement of Shmuel based on an explanation of the mishna 
offered by Rabbi Yosei, son of Rabbi Hanina. 


§ The mishna states: And an animal that was clawed by a wolf “*" 
is a tereifa. Rav Yehuda says that Rav says: In the case ofan animal, 
it is a tereifa if it was clawed by any predator from the size of a wolf 
and upward. And with regard to birds, they are tereifot if they were 
clawed by any predator from the size of a hawk and upward. 


HALAKHA 
one handbreadth long. If the animal was so small that a tear of 
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If the skull was crushed in its majority - nbanaw nhin: 
If the majority of the skull was crushed, measured either by 
height or circumference, the animal is a tereifa even if the mem- 
branes surrounding the brain are intact, in accordance with the 
statement of Shmuel. The halakhic authorities rule stringently 
with regard to Rav Yirmeya’s question, as with all cases of uncer- 
tainty concerning Torah law (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot 
Shehita 10:6; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De'a 30:1). 


Torn — yap: The flesh that envelops the majority of the rumen 
refers to all of the flesh that, if torn, will expose the rumen. If the 
majority of the thickness of this flesh is torn or removed, even 
if the tear or portion removed does not reach deep enough to 
expose the rumen itself, the animal is a tereifa, in accordance 
with the Gemara on sob. Generally, the tear must be at least 


the majority of the flesh covering the rumen did not constitute 
a handbreadth, the animal is a tereifa (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, 
Hilkhot Shehita 9:5; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 48:3). 


Clawed by a wolf - axta np: A wolf cannot effectively claw 
large livestock, in accordance with the interpretation of Rabbi 
Yehuda's statement as explaining the opinion of the Sages. 
The Rema writes that some deem even large livestock tereifa 
if clawed by a wolf or a larger animal. This custom follows the 
opinion of Tosafot that this issue is an uncertainty concerning 
Torah law, with regard to which one must rule stringently (Ram- 
bam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Shehita 5:4; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh 
Dea 57:1). 
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The Gemara asks: What does this statement of Rav, that an animal 
is a tereifa if it was clawed by a predator at least as large as a wolf, 
serve to exclude? If we say it serves to exclude a cat’ that clawed 
an animal, since it is smaller than a wolf, we already learned in the 
mishna: And an animal clawed by a wolf is a tereifa. One can infer 
from this that cats do not render an animal a tereifa. And if you 
would say: This mishna teaches us that a wolf can also effectively 
claw a large animal, e.g., cattle, but it may still be that a cat can 
render a small animal a tereifa, this cannot be; didn’t we learn in the 
mishna that Rabbi Yehuda says: If it was clawed by a wolf in the 
case of a small animal, or clawed by a lion in the case of a large 
animal, the animal is a tereifa? 


And if you would say that Rabbi Yehuda disagrees with the Rabbis, 
and they hold that a wolf can also render large livestock tereifa by 
clawing, this too is impossible, as doesn’t Rabbi Binyamin bar 
Yefet say that Rabbi Ela says: The statement of Rabbi Yehuda in 
the mishna comes only to explain the statement of the Rabbis? 


The Gemara responds: Are you setting the statement of one man 
against the statement of another man?” Even if Rabbi Ela holds that 
Rabbi Yehuda comes only to explain the statement of the Rabbis, 
Rav may still hold that Rabbi Yehuda disagrees with the Rabbis. Or, 
if you wish, say instead: Actually, everyone agrees that a wolf can 
render only a small animal a tereifa through clawing. Nevertheless, 
the statement of Rav serves to exclude a cat from the ability to 
render even a small animal a tereifa. Lest you say that the mishna 
taught about a wolf only because this is the manner in which the 
matter typically occurs, but a cat may in fact render a small animal 
a tereifa, Rav teaches us that it is referring specifically to a wolf. 


§ Rav Amram says that Rav Hisda says: If an animal was clawed 
by a cat or a mongoose," in the case of kids or lambs, which are 
very small, it is a tereifa. If it was clawed by a weasel in the case of 
birds, it is a tereifa. The Gemara raises an objection from a baraita: 
An animal clawed by a cat, hawk, or mongoose" is not rendered a 
tereifa until one of its internal organs is perforated to its recesses. 
One may infer: But they, i.e., a cat, hawk, and mongoose, do not 
have the ability to render an animal a tereifa through the clawing 
itself. 


The Gemara questions the inference: And can you understand that 
a hawk does not effectively claw an animal? But didn’t we learn in 
the mishna: And a small bird clawed by a hawk is rendered a tereifa? 
The Gemara responds: That is not difficult. Here, where the mishna 
states that a hawk can effectively claw, it is with regard to birds, 
while there, where the baraita states that a hawk does not effectively 
claw, it is with regard to kids and lambs." 


Animal clawed by a cat, hawk, or mongoose, etc. - Aan not 
^a 791A Y2: The Rif and the Rambam explain that clawing does 
in fact render the animal a tereifa in its own right, but only if the 


ever, understands that the venom in the claws of the cat or hawk 
is not lethal at all, making them legally equivalent to thorns; they 
render the animal a tereifa only by dint of the perforation. 


venom is injected deep enough to reach the recesses. Rashi, how- 


A cat or a mongoose - maaan: A cat, mongoose, orfox cannot 
effectively claw adult sheep. They can claw lambs and kids, and 
all the more so birds, in accordance with the statement of Rav 
Hisda (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Shehita 5:4; Shulhan Arukh, 


Yoreh Dea 57:1). 


With regard to kids and lambs - Dyo ana: No bird can 
effectively claw an animal and render it a tereifa, except for a hawk, 


which can claw only kids and lambs. Even in that case, the kids 
and lambs are rendered tereifa only if the hawk's claw perforated 
through to the recesses of their bodies, injecting venom, in accor- 
dance with the Gemara as interpreted by the Rif. Nowadays there 
is no longer a received tradition for inspecting a clawed animal, 
and any injury renders it a tereifa (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot 
Shehita 5:6; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh Dea 57:2 and Shakh there). 


Cat - Yang: The cat, genus Felis, is a small carnivore, 
weighing 3-7 kg. All are familiar with the domestic 
cat, Felis catus, but other types of larger, wild cats exist 
as well, such as the caracal, Felis caracal, as well as 
the swamp cat, Felis chaus, which is indigenous to 
Eretz Yisrael. From the description in the Talmud, it 
seems the Sages were familiar with aggressive cats 
that would attack animals larger than themselves, e.g., 
lambs and kids. One account even describes a cat 
attacking a small child. 


Caracal 


Are you setting one man against another man - 
MAINPP NIN X14: This expression is based on the 
principle that tanna'im and amora'im command dif- 
ferent degrees of authority. While an amora is bound 
by the statements and opinions of the tanna'im, and 
does not have the right to contradict them, differ- 
ent amora‘im have equal authority, and one need not 
agree with another. 


Mongoose - 7133: The Egyptian mongoose, Herpestes 
ichneumon, is a small carnivore from the Mongoose 
family. It is approximately 65 cm long and has a long 
tail, around 45 cm in length. Its fur is yellow gray, 
except for its black legs. The mongoose is practically 
omnivorous, but prefers to feed on small animals. 


Egyptian mongoose 
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HALAKHA 


In a place where there are bystanders trying to 
save — pox ww Dipa: With regard to all cases 
of clawing, there is no distinction between the 
presence and absence of bystanders. The halakha 
is in accordance with the second version of the 
exchange, in which Rav Hisda’s opinion is identi- 
cal to that of the Rabbis, who disagree with the 
Distinguished Sage. Some say that if a cat enters 
a chicken coop the chickens are permitted for 
consumption. This is in accordance with the first 
version of the exchange, in which Rav Hisda's opin- 
ion is identical to that of the Distinguished Sage 
that if there are none present to save the animal 
the cat is not venomous. Although one should 
rule stringently in theory, cats are assumed to be 
tame nowadays, and in the absence of witnesses 
one may presume that they do not claw chickens 
(Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De'a 57:4-5). 


BACKGROUND 

Venom does not burn - mp p xb: Modern 
science has not identified any true venom, like that 
of a snake, injected by claws of a predatory animal. 
The Rambam, too, makes no mention of venom 
when interpreting the Gemara. The Gemara may 
be referring to bacteria, from substances such as 
rotten flesh from previous kills, that accumulates 
on an animal's claws and can cause infection and 
disease in its prey. In fact, cat bites and scratches 
are notorious for causing both local infections and 
septicemia due to pathogenic bacteria such as 
Pasteurella multocida. 
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The Gemara returns to its initial objection: In any case, the baraita 
poses a difficulty for Rav Hisda, who says that a cat may render 
kids and lambs tereifot through clawing. The Gemara responds: Rav 
Hisda states his opinion in accordance with the opinion of that 
tanna, as it is taught in a baraita: The Distinguished One says: 
They said that a kid is not effectively clawed by a cat only ina place 
where there are none present to save it. But in a place where there 
are bystanders trying to save" the kid, it is effectively clawed," since 
the cat is angered and injects venom into the wound. Rav Hisda is 
referring specifically to the latter case. 


The Gemara asks: And in a place where there are none to save 
the kid, is it not effectively clawed? But there was a certain hen 
that was in the house of Rav Kahana, which a cat pursued, and 
the cat entered after it into a small room, and the door shut in the 
cat’s face, and it struck the door with its paws in anger. And after- 
ward, five drops of blood, i.e., venom, were found on the door. 
Apparently a cat is venomous even if no one is present to save 
its prey. 


The Gemara responds: For a cat, saving itself is also considered 
like saving others. Since the cat felt threatened, it acted as it would 
if there had been someone present to defend the hen. The Gemara 
asks: And the Rabbis, who state in the baraita that a cat can never 
effectively claw a small animal, even when there are bystanders 
attempting to save its prey, how do they explain this incident? The 
Gemara responds: According to the Rabbis, a cat does have venom, 
but its venom does not burn’ enough to render the animal a tereifa. 


There are those who state" the details of this exchange differently: 
After raising an objection to the statement of Rav Hisda from the 
baraita that states that a cat cannot effectively claw kids and lambs, 
the Gemara responds: In accordance with whose opinion is this 
baraita? It is in accordance with the opinion of the Distinguished 
One, as it is taught in a baraita: The Distinguished One says: They 
said that a kid is effectively clawed by a cat only in a place where 
there are bystanders present to save it. But in a place where there 
are none present to save the kid, it is not effectively clawed. The 
baraita, then, discusses a case where there are none present to save 
it. Rav Hisda agrees with the Rabbis that a cat can effectively claw 
an animal even when there are none present to save it. 


The Gemara asks: But in a place where there are none present to 
save the kid, is it not effectively clawed? But there was a certain 
hen that was in the house of Rav Kahana, which a cat pursued, 
and the cat entered after it into a small room, and the door shut 
in the cat’s face, and it struck the door with its paws in anger. And 
afterward, five drops of blood, i.e., venom, were found on the door. 
The Gemara responds: For a cat, saving itself is also considered 
like saving others. 


The Gemara relates that Rav Kahana asked Rav: 


NOTES 
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In a place where there are bystanders trying to save the kid it is 
effectively clawed - npn w? prsa w nipa: Because the cat 
becomes upset, the venom in its claws becomes. stronger (Rashi). 


There are those who state — Wax xaX: According to the first 
version of the exchange, Rav Hisda’s statement is explained as 
the opinion of the Distinguished Sage, and it refers only to cases 
where bystanders are present to save the animal. By contrast, the 


Rabbis hold that a cat can never effectively claw lambs or kids, as 
understood from the baraita. According to the second version, the 
baraita itself is explained as the opinion of the Distinguished Sage, 
and it refers only to cases where no bystanders are present. If there 
are bystanders present, a cat can effectively claw a kid or a lamb. It 
can then be inferred from the statement of this Distinguished Sage 
that the Rabbis disagree and hold that a cat is always capable of 
effectively clawing a lamb or kid. 
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Does a cat render an animal a tereifa through clawing, or does a cat 
not render it a tereifa through clawing? Rav said to him: Even a 
weasel, which is smaller than a cat, does render an animal a tereifa 
through clawing. Rav Kahana also asked him: Does a weasel render 
an animal a tereifa through clawing, or does a weasel not render it 
a tereifa through clawing? Rav said to him: Even a cat does not 
render an animal a tereifa through clawing. 


Rav Kahana also asked him: With regard to a cat and a weasel, do 
they render an animal a tereifa through clawing, or do they not 
render it a tereifa through clawing? Rav said to him: A cat does 
render an animal a tereifa through clawing, but a weasel does not 
render it a tereifa through clawing. 


The Gemara clarifies: And the apparent contradiction between 
these responses is not difficult. That which Rav said to him: Even 
a weasel does render an animal a tereifa through clawing, was stated 
about a case of clawed birds. That which he said to him: Even a 
cat does not render an animal a tereifa through clawing, was stated 
about a case of adult sheep. That which Rav said to him: A cat 
does render an animal a tereifa through clawing, but a weasel does 
not render it a tereifa through clawing, was stated about a case of 
kids and lambs. 


Q The mishna states that a small bird clawed by a hawk is a tereifa. 
Rav Ashi raises a dilemma: With regard to other non-kosher 
birds" beside a hawk, do they render a bird a tereifa through claw- 
ing, or do they not render it a tereifa through clawing? Rav Hillel 
said to Rav Ashi: When we were in the study hall of Rav Kahana, 
he said: Other non-kosher birds do render a bird a tereifa through 
clawing. 


The Gemara asks: But didn’t we learn in the mishna: Or if it was 
clawed by a hawk in the case of a small bird, it is a tereifa? Appar- 
ently, only a hawk renders a small bird a tereifa through clawing. The 
Gemara responds: The mishna means that a small bird clawed by 
a hawk is rendered a tereifa even in a case where it is as large as the 
hawk. But these other non-kosher birds can render a small bird a 
tereifa only in a case where it is smaller than them. And there are 
those who say: A small bird clawed by a hawk is rendered a tereifa 
even in a case where it is larger than the hawk. But these other 
non-kosher birds can render a small bird a tereifa only in a case 
where it is, at most, as large as them. 


§ Rav Kahana’ said in the name of Rav Shimi bar Ashi: A fox? 
does not render an animal a tereifa through clawing. The Gemara 
asks: Is that so? But when Rav Dimi? came from Eretz Yisrael to 
Babylonia he said: There was an incident in which a fox clawed a 
ewe in the bathhouse of Beit Hini,’ and the incident came before 
the Sages, and they said: This is a case of clawing. Rav Safra said 
in response: In that case the predator was a cat, not a fox. 


BACKGROUND 


Fox —bywThe fox, genus Vulpes, is a carnivore from the dog fam- 
ily. It is approximately 70 cm in length, and its thick tail is around 

half the length of its body. The fox feeds on rodents, birds, insects, 
and fruit. Foxes are described in the Song of Songs as: “Little foxes, 
that spoil the vineyards” (Song of Songs 2:15). 


Bathhouse of Beit Hini - 27 ma by yma: Elsewhere in the 
Talmud and in external sources, Beit Hini, or Beit Hino, is described 
as a place on the Mount of Olives next to Jerusalem during the 
Second Temple period. Nevertheless, it seems that the Gemara 
here is referring to another village known by this name during the 
talmudic era, situated about 24 km east of Caesarea. This village 
was home to medicinal baths. 


HALAKHA 


Other non-kosher birds, etc. — ^3) pay nidiy Kw: 

A hawk can effectively claw even a bird larger than itself 
as long as it is technically considered a small bird, such 

as a dove or pigeon. It cannot effectively claw chickens, 
geese, or larger birds unless they are still chicks. Other 
birds of prey can claw any bird their own size but no 

bird larger than themselves, in accordance with the sec- 
ond version of the exchange in the Gemara (Rambam 

Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Shehita 5:5; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh 
Dea 57:3). 


PERSONALITIES 


Rav Kahana — 313 51: Several Sages named Rav Kahana 
are mentioned in the Talmud, and it is not always pos- 
sible to discern which is the author of a given statement. 
Two are mentioned on this amud. One was a disciple- 
colleague of Rav in the first generation of Babylonian 
amoraʻim. The second lived many years later as one of 
he last Babylonian amora’im, in the generation of Rav 


bar Ashi, the student o 


Rav Dimi — 97393 37: Rav 


in Babylonia and in Ere 
of his life. He was appa 


several times, transmit 


Ashi. As indicated here, 


hird and fourth generations of amora’im. He 


he was a student of 
Abaye. 


Dimi was an amora be 


z Yisrael during differe 


Rav Shimi 


ween the 
ived both 
nt periods 


rently a Babylonian who moved 
o Eretz Yisrael in his youth and returned to 


Babylonia 


ing the statements o 


Sages liv- 


ing in Eretz Yisrael. In the Jerusalem Talmud Rav Dimi is 
called Rav Avdimi, or Avduma Nahota. He was one of 
the Sages given the title Nahotei, the emigrant Sages, 
as they carried the rulings of Eretz Yisrael to Babylonia, 
mainly the statements of Rabbi Yohanan, Reish Lakish, 
and Rabbi Elazar. The list of Sages who served this func- 
tion includes Rabba bar bar Hana, Ulla, and later Ravin 
and Rav Shmuel bar Yehuda. The Talmud reports doz- 
ens of halakhic decisions that Rav Dimi communicated 
from one Torah center to the other, concerning which 
he engaged in discussions with the greatest Sages of his 
generation. At the end of his life he apparently returned 
to Babylonia, where he died. 
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HALAKHA 


A fox does render an animal a tereifa through 
clawing byw TDT w»: A fox cannot effectively 
claw adult sheep, but it can claw kids, lambs, and 
certainly birds, in accordance with the second ver- 
sion of Rav Kahana’s statement and the discussion 
in the Gemara (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot 
Shehita 5:4; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh Dea 57:1, and see 
Beur HaGra there). 


A dog does not render an animal a tereifa 
through clawing - 22 TDT prs: A dog cannot 
effectively claw any animal, even a bird, in accor- 
dance with the statement of Rav Yosef. If a dog 
bit an animal and left no mark, the animal needs 
no inspection unless the bite was on the neck; in 
that case, one must be concerned that the gul- 
let may have been perforated (Darkhei Teshuva). 
If the bite reached the recesses of the animal, it is 
treated as though a thorn had perforated it to the 
recesses (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Shehita 
5:6; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 57:1). 


Clawing is only with the foreleg, etc. — 7177 px 
^D Pa Kby: Clawing is only by the foreleg and 
its claw. If a predator bit an animal or clawed it 
with its hind leg, the injury is treated as though 
it were caused by a thorn, in accordance with the 
statement of Abaye (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot 
Shehita 5:7; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De'a 57:6). 


Clawing is only through an intentional act - px 
nym xby TDT: Clawing must be an intentional 
act of the predator, If it clawed unintentionally, e.g., 
if it fell on the prey by accident or clawed it while 
asleep, the act is not considered clawing. The ani- 
mal is therefore kosher even if the flesh reddened 
around the body cavity, in accordance with the 
statement of Abaye (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot 
Shehita 5:7; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh Dea 57:7). 


Clawing is only while the predator is alive — px 
oyna xdx mp7: Clawing can render an animal a 
tereifa only when both predator and prey are alive. 
If the predator dug its claws into the prey and 
died before it withdrew them, or if its foreleg was 
cut off, or if the prey was slaughtered before the 
predator removed its claws, the animal is kosher, in 
accordance with the statement of Abaye (Rambam 
Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Shehita 5:7; Shulhan Arukh, 
Yoreh Dea 57:8). 


If a lion entered, etc. — 131 DDI% "IN: If a lion 
entered among the bulls, and afterward a claw 
was found in the back of one of them, one must 
be concerned that it may have been clawed even if 
the claw was moist and the lion was docile when it 
entered. This is certainly true if there were only claw 
marks or if there were five claws in the bull's back; 
in those cases, one must be concerned with regard 
to all the bulls in the enclosure. The halakha is in 
accordance not with the opinion of Rav but with 
that of Shmuel, that in a case of uncertainty as to 
whether or not an animal was clawed one must 
be concerned that it may have been, because on 
53b Ameimar rules in accordance with the opinion 
of Shmuel (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Shehita 
5:11; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De'a 57:14). 


294 


HULLIN - PEREK III : §3A > 22497375 


IV MAVA KITI ITN VANT KPY 
KIN bywh: TDI W PWK IDDY 
byw DTN Mwy 9N 9T TT KDY *D 
nab Wyn XI PTS bw ymma bm 
ACID 11 VAY DNT ppg ONT, 
PY - Pop Ap TK TT abs xan 

Er TDN 


pa KYN Dt PX PURI IX TON 
‘yaya Noy? min pg NYT- DIVINY 
nym Kby ADIN PN; aot - wr oa 
XOX TINT PX: wor nyt kw ones 

onl ana ans) rprarsh enn 


ane xb moore nya bw KAWT IAN 
TPD DTT XD KY evan ANN 
PAPPI DAT TT MONT IT ap 

pw pow "a $ yown xp 


DIDI YN 237 VON KIT 1192 731 WX 
ang by ima pay syns) ows pa? 
PD ADT IN NEW POWIN PR - 1112 
PX PIV PONT NIY ah PKYY 
URV inay px - DITI b9) port 
wwy-ina $ navi nen Dinn Fai 


PNE SANT Wi aes 
nawy pay px - Jannat dar, pronna 
-ina tb nawy pian ein an ina h 

DTT IN WY 


opie ITIP KPNI WH KDS 
NANI pap mY MY PIS KPA 
DNI papd pwwin PR VIKT, ay 


There are those who say the above exchange differently: Rav Kah- 
ana said in the name of Rav Shimi bar Ashi: A fox does render an 
animal a tereifa through clawing.™ The Gemara asks: Is that so? 
But when Rav Dimi came from Fretz Yisrael to Babylonia he said: 
There was an incident in which a fox clawed a ewe in the bath- 
house of Beit Hini, and the incident came before the Sages, and 
they said: This is not a case of clawing. Rav Safra said in response: 
In that case the predator was a dog, not a fox. And Rav Yosef said: 
We have a tradition that a dog does not render an animal a tereifa 
through clawing." 


§ With regard to the definition of clawing that renders an animal a 
tereifa, Abaye said: We have a tradition: Clawing is only with the 
foreleg," to the exclusion of clawing with the hind leg, which does 
not render the animal a tereifa. Additionally, clawing is only with 
the claw, to the exclusion of savaging with the tooth, which does 
not render the animal a tereifa, because the teeth contain no venom. 
And clawing is only through an intentional act," to the exclusion 
of an unintentional act, which does not render the animal a tereifa, 
e.g, if the predator accidentally fell on the prey with its claws out- 
stretched. And clawing is only while the predator is alive," to the 
exclusion of a case where it clawed an animal after death, which 
does not render the animal a tereifa. 


The Sages say: Now that you said that an unintentional act of 
clawing does not render an animal a tereifa, is it necessary to say 
that clawing after death is ineffective? The Gemara responds: No, 
it is necessary to teach this halakha for a case where the predator 
clawed while still alive, and they cut offits hand with its claws still 
inside the prey’s flesh. Lest you say: It injects its venom while it 
claws, Abaye teaches us that it injects its venom while it with- 
draws its claws. Accordingly, where the venom has yet to be injected 
before its death, i.e., before its hand is severed, the animal is kosher. 


§ Rabba bar Rav Huna says that Rav says: If a lion entered" 
among the oxen, and afterward a claw was found stuck in the back 
of one of the oxen, one need not be concerned that perhaps the 
lion clawed it. What is the reason for this? Even though a majority 
of lions claw their prey and only a minority of them do not claw, 
still, it is known with regard to any lion that claws that its claw is 
not ripped out in the process. And therefore, with regard to this 
ox, since a claw sits in its back, say that it rubbed against a wall 
that had a claw embedded in it. 


The Gemara objects: On the contrary, say that even though a 
majority of oxen rub against the wall and only a minority do not 
rub, still, it is known with regard to any ox that rubs that a claw 
does not sit in its back. And therefore, with regard to this ox, since 
a claw sits in its back, say that the lion clawed it. 


The Gemara responds: One can say this, and one can say that. 
Therefore, establish the matter according to its presumptive 
status," in which case the ox is not a tereifa. Accordingly, the ox is 
permitted because this case is one of uncertainty as to whether 
the animal was clawed, and Rav conforms to his standard line of 
reasoning, as he says: One need not be concerned in a case of 
uncertainty as to whether an animal was clawed. 


NOTES 


A fox does render an animal a tereifa through clawing — 7177 w? 
bow: Some understand that according to this version of the state- 
ment, a fox can claw even large animals, such as cattle. Other early 
commentaries disagree, since a fox is smaller than a wolf, and the 
Gemara (52b) states that a wolf is the smallest animal that can 
effectively claw certain kinds of livestock (Ramban). The early com- 
mentaries also disagree as to whether this statement indicates that 
a fox can effectively claw adult sheep (Rabbi Avraham Av Beit Din) 


or only kids and lambs, like a cat (Rambam). 


Establish the matter according to its presumptive status — pix 
APPIN xan: The early commentaries ask: Why should the ox be 
kosher? The status quo of a live animal is that it is forbidden, due 
to the prohibition against consuming a limb severed from a living 
creature; therefore, the animal should remain prohibited until it is 
proven kosher. They answer that although the animal is forbidden 
due to that prohibition, it still does not have the status of a tereifa, 
and proof is required to afford it that status (Shita Mekubbetzet). 
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Abaye said: We said that one need not be concerned that the lion 
clawed the ox only when the claw was found in its back, since it is 
known that a claw is not ripped out during clawing. But if only the 
spot ofa claw was found, i.e., a perforation, one must be concerned. 
And even if the claw was found in its back, we said that one need 
not be concerned only when it was moist, since this indicates it was 
well connected to the flesh. Accordingly, if the lion had clawed the 
ox, this claw would not have been ripped out. But if the claw was 
dry, one must be concerned, because it happens that such a claw 
is ripped out during clawing. 


And with regard to a moist claw as well, we said that one need not 
be concerned only when one claw was found in its back. But if there 
were two or three claws embedded in its back, we must be con- 
cerned, because multiple claws were not likely to be embedded in 
the wall. And this is the halakha only where they are situated in a 
row as they are in the paw of a lion. 


§ It was stated: Rav says: One need not be concerned in a case of 
uncertainty as to whether an animal was clawed. And Shmuel says: 
One must be concerned in a case of uncertainty as to whether an 
animal was clawed," and the animal must be inspected. 


The Gemara explains: Everyone agrees that in a case where it is 
uncertain whether a predator entered" the pen or coop and uncer- 
tain whether it did not enter, I will say that it did not enter." 
Furthermore, if it is known that an animal entered but it is uncertain 
whether it was a dog and uncertain whether it was a cat, I will say 
that it was a dog, which cannot render an animal a tereifa through 
clawing. And even if a predator entered, but it was quiet" and sat 
among the animals, I will say it made peace with them, as though 
it were tame, and did not claw them. And if it decapitated one of 
them, I will say that its anger subsided afterward, and it did not 
claw other animals. And if it was roaring and they were clucking, 
I will say that they are only frightening 


NOTES 


And Shmuel says: One must be concerned ina case of uncertainty 
as to whether an animal was clawed — pavd powin wax Seana 
mpi: Therefore, the animal requires inspection before it may be 
consumed. If the flesh around the body cavity reddened, it is pro- 
hibited; if not, it is permitted for consumption. 

The early commentaries disagree as to Shmuel’s reasoning. Some 
explain that this is an uncertainty with regard to Torah law, in which 
one must rule stringently, unless some other factor allows one to 
presume otherwise (Rabbeinu Yona; Rashba). According to this 
explanation, one cannot speak of upholding the animal's status as 
permitted, because while it is alive it is prohibited for consumption, 
due to the prohibition against consuming a limb severed from a 
living creature. Although after slaughter it is no longer subject to 
this prohibition, its presumptive prohibited status is upheld, because 
a status quo carries over from one prohibition to another (Shev 


Uncertain whether it entered, etc. - 15) by pad: One must be con- 
cerned in cases of uncertainty as to whether an animal was clawed 
only if itis certain that the predator came in contact with the animals. 
If it is uncertain whether or not the predator entered the area, or 
whether the predator was a lion or a dog, or if the animal may have 
been injured in some other way, one need not be concerned that the 
animal may have been clawed, in accordance with the Gemara. One 
can claim to be uncertain only if he actually saw only if one actually 
saw both a lion and a dog, or two other concrete factors that could 
have caused the injury. The Tur, citing the Rashba, notes that if one 
is merely presented with an injured animal, one must presume it 
was injured in the most likely way, whatever that may be (Rambam 
Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Shehita 5:12; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 57:13). 


HALAKHA 


Shemateta). Another reason to discount the animal's presumptive 
kosher status is that this presumption is based on the knowledge 
that most animals are kosher. Once some aspersion is cast as to a 
specific animal's kosher status, that status ceases to be presumptive 
(Hazon Ish). Others suggest an entirely different reason: Shmuel does 
not take issue with the preservation of the animal's presumptive 
status quo as kosher in cases of true uncertainty. Here, however, it is 
Statistically more likely than not that the animal was clawed. There- 
fore, one may not rule leniently unless some other factor restores the 
balance of likelihood (Tosafot on 43b). 


| will say that it did not enter - by xb xi: This situation is a 
compound uncertainty. It is uncertain whether or not the predator 
entered the pen, and even if it entered, it is uncertain whether or not 
it clawed the animal (Torat HaBayit). 


Entered but was quiet - pnw by: If one saw a lion enter among 
the oxen ora bird of prey enter a birdcage, and the predator and the 
animals are quiet, one may say that they made peace and no clawing 
occurred. Likewise, if both shudder and scream, one need not be 
concerned, because each is afraid of the other. If the lion tore off 
one of their heads, one need not be concerned for the others, even 
if the lion makes no noise but they shudder and scream, since it is 
presumed that its anger has subsided after the first kill, in accordance 
with the Gemara. This is the halakha only if it killed the first but was 
not witnessed harming the others. If it injured one of them, or even 
killed one, and then clawed another, all the animals in the pen are 
forbidden, as it is clear that its anger has not subsided (Rambam Sefer 
Kedusha, Hilkhot Shehita 5:1; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De'a 57:9, and in 
the comment of Rema). 
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HALAKHA 


It was Shmuel’s place - m7 DgnwT FPW: If one rabbi 
visits the city of another rabbi, he may judge monetary 
claims between parties that come to him for judgment, 
since the city’s rabbi may not be acceptable to both par- 
ties. He may not rule with regard to prohibitions or oth- 
erwise act in a manner that undermines his colleague's 
authority in his own city. This ruling is in accordance with 
Rav’s actions and the Gemara’s explanation (Rema on 
Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De'a 245:22, and Beur HaGra there). 


But let him delay killing them for twelve months — 
win wy pw snp: If it is uncertain whether an ani- 
malisa tereifa, and it cannot be inspected, one may wait 

twelve months. If the animal survives, or if it becomes 

pregnant and gives birth in the meantime, or if a bird 

survives even twenty-one days and lays eggs, it is kosher, 
in accordance with the ruling of the Gemara on 57b. If 
the uncertainty applies to a large group of animals, one 

may not wait twelve months, so that they do not become 

a stumbling block to others, in accordance with the 

Gemara. The Rema writes that some rule stringently even 

in the case of a single animal, since it too may become a 

stumbling block. The Hatam Sofer prohibits waiting even 

five months, since even this would constitute a stumbling 

block. However, if there is some other indication that the 

animal may be permitted, one may wait twelve months. 
If itis certain that the animal is a tereifa, itis prohibited for 
consumption even if it survives twelve months (Rambam 

Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Shehita 111; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh 

De‘a 57:18, 20 and Kaf HaHayyim there). 


But let him sell them to gentiles - pity ana): It is 
prohibited to sell a live clawed animal to a gentile, as well 
as an animal with regard to which it is uncertain whether 
it was clawed, lest the gentile sell it back to a Jew, in 
accordance with the Gemara here. Rather, one must kill 
the animal before selling it. The Rema later adds that this 
applies only to a tereifa that is not obvious. One may sell 
an animal with an obvious tereifa even while it is alive. 
One may sell even an animal whose tereifa status is uncer- 
tain if other halakhic authorities deem it permitted. This is 
because the prohibition of sale to a gentile has only the 
force of rabbinic law, with regard to which one may rule 
leniently in cases of uncertainty. According to the Shakh 
and Darkhei Teshuva, it is customary to rule stringently 
in the latter case absent some other mitigating factor 
(Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Shehita 11:2; Shulhan 
Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 57:18, 57:21 in the comment of Rema). 
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each other, and one need not be concerned. They disagree when the 
lion is quiet and the birds are clucking." One Sage, Shmuel, holds: 
They are clucking because it is acting upon them, i.e., clawing them, 
and one Sage, Rav, holds that they are doing this out of fear of the 
predator, but it is not necessarily clawing them. 


Ameimar said: The halakha is that one must be concerned in a case 
of uncertainty as to whether an animal was clawed. Rav Ashi said 
to Ameimar: What about this statement of Rav that one need not 
be concerned? Ameimar said to him: I did not hear that statement; 
that is to say, I do not hold in accordance with it. 


Or if you wish, say instead that Rav retracted his statement and 
conceded to Shmuel that one must be concerned in a case of uncer- 
tainty. As there was a certain basket" of birds concerning which there 
was uncertainty as to whether they had been clawed by a hawk that 
entered among them, which came before Rav. Rav sent them before 
Shmuel to issue a ruling, and Shmuel strangled them and threw 
them in the river." And if it enters your mind that Rav did not 
retract his statement, then let him permit them for consumption. 
Why did he send them to Shmuel? 


The Gemara rejects this: Rather, what will you say, that Rav really 
did retract? If so, let him prohibit them for consumption without 
sending them to Shmuel. Rather, he sent the birds to Shmuel because 
it was Shmuel’s place, ™ and although Rav disagreed with Shmuel, it 
would be improper to issue a contradictory ruling. 


The Gemara asks: Why do I need Shmuel to strangle the birds? Let 
him simply throw them into the river as is. The Gemara responds: 
Shmuel was concerned lest they fly and leave the river and eventually 
end up in the possession of an unwitting Jew. 


The Gemara objects: But let him delay killing them for twelve 
months." If they survive it will prove that they are not tereifot, and 
they will be permitted. The Gemara responds: Shmuel was concerned 
lest people encounter a stumbling block, as they might forget that 
these birds are prohibited and eat them before twelve months have 
passed. The Gemara asks: But let him sell them to gentiles" so that 
they will not be a stumbling block. The Gemara responds: Shmuel 
was concerned that perhaps the gentiles will come to sell them back 
to Jews. 


NOTES 


They disagree when the lion is quiet and the birds are 
clucking - pPPAP MPN) PNW xp gT 9313: In the cases 
described beforehand, there is either no indication that the lion 
clawed the animals, or there is some other factor indicating that 
it did not. By contrast, here it is more likely that the animals were 
clawed, and Shmuel therefore holds that they are forbidden 
(Ra‘avya; Rashba). 

The Rashba points out that this case is a compound uncer- 
tainty as well: It is uncertain whether or not the lion clawed 
the animals, and even if it did, it is uncertain whether or not 
they were rendered tereifa. Nevertheless, the latter uncertainty 
can be resolved by inspecting the animal, and one is therefore 
obligated to do so. 


Basket [sharkefa] - xap: Rashi defines the word sharkefa as a 
basket full of birds. Tosafot define it as a nest, citing the Targum 
on the verse: “The sparrow has found a house, and the swallow 
a nest [sharkefa] for herself” (Psalms 84:4). 


Strangled them and threw them in the river — mama wyp 
XWA: It is unclear why Shmuel did not simply order that they be 


inspected after slaughter to determine whether they were tereifot. 
Rashi explains that the basket contained numerous small birds, 
and the inspection would have been so onerous that it would 
cause those performing the inspection to err. He writes that it is 
more likely that the venom from a hawk is weak and does not 
cause the flesh to redden. An inspection would therefore be 
pointless. Sefer Halttur explains that in small birds it is difficult to 
discern reddened flesh (see Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De'a 5719-20). 


Rather, it was Shmuel's place - 771 Syinw PNN xdx: This 
follows Rashi’s emendation of the text to state that although Rav 
may have disagreed with Shmuel, he would not countermand 
his ruling in Neharde’a, where Shmuel served as halakhic author- 
ity. Rashi cites another version of the text that omits the word: 
Rather. This variant suggests that although Rav in fact agreed 
with Shmuel, he nevertheless deferred to him in his own city 
as a formality. If Rav had disagreed with Shmuel he would have 
been obligated to rule to that effect even in Neharde’a rather 
than cause a monetary loss to the owner of the birds (see 49b 
and Shita Mekubbetzet). 
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The Gemara objects: But let him strangle them and throw them 
into the garbage. Why did Shmuel throw them into the river? The 
Gemara responds: And according to your reasoning, we should 
throw them to the dogs, as at least then they will come to some 
use. Rather, Shmuel threw them into the river, a public place, in 
order to publicize the matter of the prohibition." 


The Gemara relates that there was a certain duck" that was in the 
house of Rav Ashi. The duck entered between the reeds, and it 
came out with its throat stained with blood. Rav Ashi said: Do 
we not say: If it is uncertain whether the predator was a dog and 
uncertain whether it was a cat, I will say that it was a dog, which 
cannot claw an animal effectively? Here, too, since it is uncertain 
whether the duck was injured by a reed and uncertain whether it 
was injured by a cat, I will say that a reed struck it, and the duck 
is not a tereifa. 


§ The sons of Rabbi Hiyya, Yehuda and Hizkiyya, said: A clawed 
animal, about which the Sages said’ one must be concerned, 
requires inspection of the flesh adjacent to the intestines.’ If 
the flesh surrounding the intestines reddened, the animal is a 
tereifa, because the venom will eventually penetrate the body 
cavity and perforate the intestines themselves. 


Rav Yosef said: This statement of the sons of Rabbi Hiyya was 
already explained by Shmuel, as Shmuel says in the name of 
Rabbi Hanina ben Antigonus: A clawed animal, about which 
they said one must be concerned, requires inspection adjacent 
to the intestines. 


Ilfa raises a dilemma: Is there clawing with regard to the 
simanim, or is there no clawing with regard to the simanim?" 
Does the venom penetrate the simanim as it does the intestines? 
Rabbi Zeira said: This dilemma that Ilfa raises was already 
explained by Rav Hanan bar Rava, as Rav Hanan bar Rava says 
that Rav says: A clawed animal, about which they said one must 
be concerned, requires inspection of the flesh adjacent to the 
entire body cavity, and even in the area of the simanim. 


HALAKHA 


A certain duck, etc. — 131 KMN 32 NAT: If a bird enters a thicket 
and exits with its head or neck bloodied, one need not be con- 
cerned that it might be a tereifa and therefore inspect the entire 
body cavity. Rather, one says that it was injured by the trees or 
reeds, in accordance with the statement of Rav Ashi. Nevertheless, 
one must inspect the area that is bloodied due to concern that 
he gullet was perforated. According to the Rema, it is customary 
o deem prohibited any animal whose neck is bloodied due to 
he concern that its gullet is perforated, as he holds that there is 
no longer a received tradition for inspection. Nevertheless, some 
rule in accordance with the lenient opinion in cases of monetary 
oss, as they hold that there is sufficient expertise even nowa- 
days with regard to inspecting only one organ, such as the gullet 
(Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Shehita 5:12; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh 
Dea 57:13, 33:8 in the comment of Rema, and see Shulhan Arukh 
HaRav there). 


A clawed animal about which the Sages said, etc. - agw non 
"131: If one is concerned with regard to a clawed animal, one may 
inspect it. If one finds no signs of damage, the animal is kosher, 
even if it was definitely clawed, in accordance with the statement 


of Rabbi Hiyya, as explained by the Rashba and the Rosh. After 
slaughter one inspects the whole body cavity, in accordance with 
the Gemara on 54a. If the animal is free of all signs of a tereifa, and 
no signs of clawing are found, the animal is permitted. If signs 
of clawing are found, the animal is forbidden. The term: Signs of 
clawing, refers to the reddening of the flesh around the intestines 
or any other area that would render the animal a tereifa if damaged, 
such as the convergence of sinews in the thigh (Shakh). In practice, 
since there is no received tradition for inspecting clawed animals, 
any animal with a sign of damage is prohibited (Rambam Sefer 
Kedusha, Hilkhot Shehita 5:9; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De'a 57:16, 18, and 
in the comment of Rema, citing Halakhot Gedolot). 


Clawing with regard to the simanim - pane) TDT: If a preda- 
tor clawed the simanim, the animal is a tereifa if any part of the 
simanim themselves reddened. But if only the flesh surrounding 
the simanim reddened, the animal is not a tereifa, in accordance 
with the statement of Rav Zevid. If one found no reddening on the 
flesh surrounding the simanim, the simanim themselves require no 
inspection (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Shehita 5:10; Shulhan 
Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 57:16 and Beer HaGola there). 


NOTES 


To publicize the matter of the prohibition - MID DY 
NTN xn: Because Rav disagreed with him on 
this matter, Shmuel performed the act publicly to 
make the students aware of his opinion (Rashba). 
Early commentaries write that Shmuel presumably 
compensated the owner of the birds, who could have 
sold them to a gentile (Josafot Hitzoniyyot). Others 
write that the monetary loss was negligible and there 
was no cause for concern (Ra’ah). 


A clawed animal about which the Sages said, 
etc. = 131 aK ADIN: According to Rashi, this refers 
to cases where it is uncertain whether the animal was 
clawed, or where it was clawed without leaving a mark. 
By inference, an animal that was certainly clawed, i.e., 
whose flesh reddened on the outside, is certainly a 
tereifa and cannot be permitted through inspection 
(Rashba). By contrast, according to Tosafot, even an 
animal that was certainly clawed can be inspected to 
determine whether the venom damaged the internal 
organs. This also seems to be the opinion of Rashi 
on 43b. 


Adjacent to the intestines — 03933 1333: While this 
term usually refers collectively to the stomach and the 
intestines, Rashi on 54a understands it as sometimes 
referring to all of the internal organs, including the 
liver and the lungs. 


BACKGROUND 
intestines of a cow are located within the ae cavity, 
circled on the left in the image below. Outside of the 
body cavity are the simanim, circled on the right. 


Body cavity of a cow 
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HALAKHA 
Simanim that were detached - draw DIDO: 
f the windpipe or gullet was detached from the jaw or 
surrounding flesh, and one or both of them came out 
before the slaughter was completed, the slaughter is 
invalid. This applies only when the organ was detached 
in its majority. If only a minority was detached, even if 
he attached majority itself contains points of detach- 
ment, the animal is kosher, in accordance with the 
explanation of Rashi on 44a. If the gullet and windpipe 
became detached from one another along the major- 
ity of their length, the animal is a tereifa, in accordance 
with the explanation of Rabbeinu Hananel and the Rif 
(Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Shehita 9:21; Shulhan 
Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 24:15-16, 33:10). 


Rot — npapaN: If the flesh around the intestines rot- 
ted to the point that a doctor would scrape it off, it is 
viewed as though it does not exist, and the animal is 
a tereifa. Any organ that would render the animal a 

tereifa if perforated or missing a piece also does so if it 
is rotten, in accordance with the statements of Rav and 

Rav Huna, son of Rav Yehoshua. This applies not only to 

flesh around the intestines, but also to flesh around any 
organ that would render the animal a tereifa if dam- 
aged, such as the convergence of sinews in the thigh. 
The Rema writes that there is no longer a received 

radition with regard to this inspection; therefore, any 
change in the appearance of the flesh is treated as 

hough it were a perforation. Some rule leniently if 
here is a mere change in appearance (Rambam Sefer 
Kedusha, Hilkhot Shehita 5:9; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 

57:16, 43:2, 48:5, 50:3, 55:10 and Shakh there). 


Until it is perforated to the cavity - Sond IRIN ay: 
If a thorn or needle perforated through to an animal's 
body cavity, one must be concerned that an internal 
organ was perforated in such a way that would render 
it a tereifa, and the animal is prohibited for consump- 
tion. This ruling is in accordance with the statement 
of Rav Nahman as explained by Rashi (Rambam Sefer 
Kedusha, Hilkhot Shehita 11:4; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 
511). 


Perek III 
Daf 54 Amuda 


HALAKHA 

Both this and that render the animal a tereifa if any 
amount - W23 mM INK At TN: Ifa predator clawed 
an animal's simanim, and either of them reddened 
in any amount as a result, the animal is a tereifa, in 
accordance with the statement of Rav Beivai bar Abaye 
(Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Shehita 5:10; Shulhan 
Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 57:16). 
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Ilfa raises another dilemma: With regard to simanim that were 
detached," how much detachment renders the animal a tereifa? 
Rabbi Zeira said: This dilemma that Ilfa raises was already 
explained by Rabba bar bar Hana, as Rabba bar bar Hana says 
that Shmuel says: With regard to simanim that were detached, if 
they were detached in their majority the animal is a tereifa. 


Rav Ami raises a dilemma: What is the halakha with regard to 
an animal that was clawed in an area not surrounding the body 
cavity, such as the legs, and rot" was found in the flesh of that area? 
Rabbi Zeira said: This dilemma that Rav Ami raises was already 
explained by Rav Yehuda, as Rav Yehuda says that Rav says: 
With regard to a clawed animal, the injury does not render it a 
tereifa unless the flesh adjacent to the intestine reddens; but if 
the flesh rotted, one views the rotten area as if it does not exist. 
If the animal would be a tereifa when missing this flesh, it is also a 
tereifa if the flesh rotted. 


The Gemara asks: What is considered rotten flesh? Rav Huna, 
son of Rav Yehoshua, said: It is any flesh in such a state that the 
doctor scrapes it off and leaves the animal with its raw flesh 
exposed so that it will heal. Rav Ashi said: When we were in the 
study hall of Rav Kahana they brought before us a certain lung 
that, when they would set it down, would sit well, but when they 
would pick it up it would disintegrate and fall into pieces. And 
we deemed it a tereifa based on the statement of Rav Huna, son 
of Rav Yehoshua, that one views rotten flesh as ifit does not exist. 
Since the animal would be a tereifa if missing the lung (see 42a), it 
is also a tereifa if the lung is rotten. 


Rav Nahman said: If an animal was pierced by a thorn, it is not a 
tereifa until it is perforated to the cavity" of the body. But in the 
case of a clawed animal, once the flesh adjacent to the intestines 
reddens, it is a tereifa. Rav Zevid would teach the halakha in this 
manner: In the case of a clawed animal, once the flesh adjacent 
to the intestines reddens it is a tereifa; but if it was clawed in the 
simanim, it is nota tereifa unless the simanim themselves redden. 
If only the flesh around them reddens, the animal is kosher, since 
the venom may not penetrate to the simanim themselves. 


Rav Pappi said: Rav Beivai bar Abaye raises a dilemma: 


Until it is perforated to the cavity - Sond apye sy: Ifa thorn 
pierced an animal's side to the recesses of its body, it is not ren- 
dered a tereifa per se. The animal is nevertheless prohibited for 
consumption because one must be concerned that the intestines 


NOTES 
in the intestines are often difficult to see (Rashi). Others explain 
that the animal is prohibited because it requires inspection for 
perforations in all its internal organs, and such an inspection is 
too onerous to be performed reliably (Ra’ah). 


were perforated. It is impossible to inspect this, since perforations 
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Ifthe gullet is perforated in any amount, the animal is a tereifa, as 
taught in the mishna (42a). Therefore, if the gullet is clawed and 
any amount of its flesh reddens, the animal is a tereifa as well. But 
a perforation of the windpipe renders the animal a tereifa only 
where it is the size of an issar. If clawed, what amount of its flesh 
must redden in order to render it a tereifa? After he raised the 
dilemma he then resolved it: Both this and that render the ani- 
mal a tereifa if any amount" of its flesh reddened. What is the 
reason for this? It is because its venom burns continuously 
around the circumference of the hole and widens it. 
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The Gemara relates: Rav Yitzhak bar Shmuel bar Marta sat 
before Rav Nahman, and he was sitting and saying: A clawed 
animal, about which the Sages said one must be concerned, 
requires inspection adjacent to the intestines to see that the flesh 
has not reddened. Rav Nahman said to him: By God! Rav would 
teach that it must be inspected over its entire body, from the flesh 
around the hollow to that of the thigh.® 


The Gemara asks: What is the hollow? If we say that it is the 
hollow of the foreleg, i.e., its shoulder, then the area between it 
and the thigh is the same as the area adjacent to the intestines, 
and Rav Nahman has said nothing new. Rather, Rav Nahman 
referred to the area from the hollow of the brain," i.e., the skull, 
to the thigh. 


The Gemara relates that when Rav Hiyya bar Yosef went up from 
Babylonia to Eretz Yisrael, he found that Rabbi Yohanan and 
Reish Lakish were sitting and saying: A clawed animal, about 
which they said one must be concerned, requires inspection 
adjacent to the intestines. Rav Hiyya bar Yosef said to them: By 
God! Rav would teach that it must be inspected from the flesh 
around the hollow to that of the thigh. Reish Lakish said to him: 
Who is this Rav, and who is this Rav? I do not know who he is. 


Rabbi Yohanan said to him: But don’t you remember that stu- 
dent who served the great Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi and Rabbi 
Hiyya and studied under them? But by God! All those years 
that this student served in the yeshiva, he was held to be one of 
the most important students and was allowed to sit during study, 
while I held a lower status and served while standing up. And 
who was greater? He was greater in all things, in Torah and piety. 


Immediately, Reish Lakish began to speak and said: Indeed 
[beram],' that man, Rav, is remembered for the good, as they 
said this halakha in his name: If an animal’s windpipe is dislo- 
cated from the throat, and it has already been slaughtered," and 
it is uncertain whether it was dislocated before or after slaughter, 
the animal is kosher, as it is impossible for an animal with a 
dislocated windpipe to be slaughtered. A dislocated windpipe 
would have slipped away from the knife, and therefore the animal 
must have been slaughtered while it was still attached. 


And Rabbi Yohanan says: This is not certain; rather, one should 
bring the windpipe, make a new slit in it, and compare" the two 
slits. If they are similar, then the first slit by the slaughtering knife 
was also made after the windpipe was dislocated, and the animal 
is a tereifa. If they are different, then the slaughter preceded the 
dislocation of the windpipe and the animal is kosher. 


Rav Nahman said:" The Sages taught that it is impossible to 
slaughter a dislocated windpipe only in cases where he did not 
grip the simanim during slaughter. But ifhe gripped the simanim 
and slaughtered the animal, then it is possible for an animal with 
a dislocated windpipe to be slaughtered, since it will not slip 
away from the knife. 


From the hollow of the brain — xpinT 5502: After the slaughter 
of a clawed animal, one must inspect its entire body cavity, in 
accordance with the statements of Rav and Rav Nahman. Some 
hold that the brain itself must be inspected as well (Rambam 
Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Shehita 5:8; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 57:16 
and Shakh there, citing Rokeah, and see Beur HaGra there). 


Dislocated and slaughtered - Apinwa neyaw: If, after slaughter, 
one of the simanim was discovered to be dislocated, and the 
slaughterer gripped the simanim during slaughter, the slaughter 


HALAKHA 


is invalid. If he did not grip the simanim during slaughter, the 
animal may be permitted by performing an inspection: One 
brings another animal and slaughters the relevant siman, and 
then dislocates it and compares the slits. If the slits are similar, the 
animal is kosher, but if the second is redder, the first slaughter is 
invalid, in accordance with the Rosh’s explanation of the state- 
ments of Rabbi Yohanan and Rav Nahman. Nowadays there is no 
received tradition for this inspection, and the animal is prohibited 
for consumption in any event (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot 
Shehita 3:16-17; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 24:18). 


BACKGROUND 
From the hollow to the thigh - xay TY) x521: 


Bounds of inspection according to Rav 


NOTES 


From the hollow of the brain - xmin7 x337: Accord- 
ing to the Beit Yosef, this is referring to the lower edge 
of the skull, but the area around the brain need not be 
inspected, perhaps because the brain itself is protected 
by bone. Others understand this as referring to the entire 
skull, including the area around the brain (Rashba; see 
Roke‘ah). 


Dislocated and slaughtered - muma meyaw: According 
to Rashi, an animal with a dislocated windpipe is a tereifa, 
like an animal whose simanim are torn out. According 
to the Halakhot Gedolot, a dislocated windpipe simply 
invalidates the slaughter, rendering the animal a carcass 
(see Tosafot on 9a). According to the Gemara on 28a, this 
halakha applies to the gullet as well, and the Gemara 
mentions the windpipe only because it is more likely to 
be dislocated. 


And Rabbi Yohanan says: One should bring and com- 
Pare — PP KD WINK pM IN: It seems most likely that 
Rabbi Yohanan means that one should bring another 
animal, and the geonim did possess a textual variant read- 
ing: Bring another animal and compare. Yet the Gemara 
on 50a states that one may not compare even two organs 
of the same animal. Rashi therefore explains that one 
must bring the windpipe itself, make another cut in it, 
and compare the two. If the two cuts are similar in color, 
the animal is a tereifa, because this indicates that the first 
cut as well was made after the windpipe was dislocated 
(Rashba). If the first cut is redder, this indicates that it 
was made while the windpipe was still attached, and the 
animal is kosher (Rosh). 


Rav Nahman said, etc. — 131191 31 Wars: Early commen- 
taries differ in their understanding of Rav Nahman's state- 
ment and the subsequent halakha. Some explain that 
Rav Nahman rules more stringently than Rabbi Yohanan, 
saying that one may not compare slits in the windpipe 
if the slaughterer held it during slaughter, or even if it is 
uncertain whether he did (Rashba). Others explain that 
Rav Nahman is merely explaining both of the opinions 
of Rav and Rabbi Yohanan. Still others understand that 
he is explaining only Rav’s opinion but disagrees with 
Rabbi Yohanan. In that case the halakha discounts Rabbi 
Yohanan’s statement entirely (Rambam). For further 
elaboration on this, see Tur, Beit Yosef, and Bah. 


LANGUAGE 


Indeed [beram] - nia: The word beram is found in the 
book of Daniel (2:28), and derives from Aramaic. The word 
exists in Syriac as well. Its meaning depends on context, 
and its primary use is as a word of contrast, meaning but 
or still. Some hold that it derives from the root bet, reish, 
reish, meaning clarify, and others suggest that it is a short 
form of barmin, meaning: Except for. In addition, the word 
is often found in rabbinic literature as a word of emphasis, 
meaning truly or indeed. Here, the sense may be more 
similar to its use as a word of contrast, since Reish Lakish 
is reversing his previous non-recognition of Rav. 
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NOTES 
To add seven halakhot — xnnyaw aw med: 
In light of the Gemara on 42a, it seems that this includes 
four other cases mentioned in the Mishna and baraita 
in addition to these seven (Rambam's Commentary on 
the Mishna; see Ramban and Tosefot Yom Tov). 


Cracked — npo): This refers to a crack lengthwise, 
which is closed by the stretching of the animal's neck 
and will therefore heal over time (Rashi). 


The skull was fractured — niban TDT: Simply 
understood, the mishna teaches that no missing 
piece in the bone of the skull can render the animal 
a tereifa. But in light of Shmuel’s statement on 42b, it 
seems that a skull missing a piece the size of a sela can 
render an animal a tereifa. If so, the mishna here must 
be referring to a skull missing a smaller piece (Tur). 
Others explain that Shmuel’s statement refers only 
to a damaged spine and not to a skull (see Josafot on 
42b). With regard to which membrane of the brain the 
mishna is referring, see 45a. 


BACKGROUND 
Strike the sciatic nerve and kill — sw xma IN 
yp: An injury to the sciatic nerve does not in itself 
endanger an animal's life, but a large artery passes near 
the sciatic nerve, and it is possible that an injury to this 


artery caused the animal's death from excessive bleed- 


ing. In the latter case as well, the arrow may have hit a 
large blood vessel passing near the kidney. 
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HALAKHA 


§ The mishna states: This is the principle: Any animal that was 
injured such that an animal in a similar condition could not live for 
an extended period is a tereifa. The Gemara asks: What case does 
this principle add that was not previously mentioned? The Gemara 
responds: It was stated to add seven halakhot" of tereifot taught by 
amora’im and not listed in the mishna. These cases are enumerated 
on 42b. 


The Gemara recounts: The men of the house of Yosef the hunter 
would strike the sciatic nerve of an animal with an arrow and kill® 
it that way. In other words, the animal would die from that wound. 
They came before Rabbi Yehuda ben Beteira to ask if an animal 
with an injured sciatic nerve is a tereifa, which is relevant if the 
animal was slaughtered before it died. Rabbi Yehuda ben Beteira 
said to them: And is it possible to add" to the list of tereifot? You 
have only what the Sages counted, and the Sages mentioned no 
such tereifa. 


Likewise, the men of Rav Pappa bar Abba the hunter would strike 
an animal in the kidney with an arrow and kill it that way. They 
came before Rabbi Abba to ask if such an animal is a tereifa. Rabbi 
Abba said to them: And is it possible to add to the list of tereifot? 
You have only what the Sages counted. 


The Gemara objects: But we see that they die. Isn't this an indica- 
tion that the animal is a tereifa? The Gemara responds: It is learned 

as a tradition that in all these cases, if one were to scatter medicine 

on the wound, the animal would live. An animal is not considered 

a tereifa unless it cannot be healed. 


MISHNA“4"™ these, despite their condition, are 


kosher in an animal: If its windpipe was 
perforated" or cracked" lengthwise. How much can the windpipe 
be missing and still be kosher? Rabban Shimon ben Gamliel says: 
Until the perforation is the same size as the Italian issar. If the skull 
was fractured" but the membrane of the brain was not perfo- 
rated, it is kosher. If the heart was perforated and the perforation 
did not reach its chamber," or if the spinal column was broken" 
but its cord was not cut, or if the liver was removed" and an olive- 
bulk of it remained, it is kosher. 


To add - pind: The Torah prohibits for consumption any 
animal that will die from its wounds, even if slaughtered, and 
this is the definition of a tereifa. The prohibition includes only 
those cases enumerated by the Sages, and therefore animals 
that will die from other causes are kosher. Likewise, animals 
defined as tereifa by the Sages that can remain alive due to 
contemporary medicine are still prohibited for consumption 
(Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Ma‘akhalot Assurot 4:7-9 and 
Hilkhot Shehita 10:12-13; see Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De'a 57:18 in 
the comment of Rema). 


If its windpipe was perforated — n887 72): If the windpipe 
was perforated and the hole is the size ofan issar, the animal 
is prohibited for consumption. Since there is no received tradi- 
tion for the measure of an issar, the majority of the internal 
area of a bird's windpipe is measured. One who is untrained 
in this inspection should deem the animal a tereifa regardless 
(Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Shehita 3:23; Shulhan Arukh, 
Yoreh De‘a 34:2 and in the comment of Rema, and see Shakh, 
Taz, and Arukh HaShulhan there). 
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Cracked - tba: If the windpipe was cracked lengthwise, but 
any amount remains attached at the top and bottom of the 
area fit for slaughter, the animal is kosher, in accordance with 
the statement of Rabbi Yohanan on 45a and the mishna here 
(Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Shehita 3:24; Shulhan Arukh, 
Yoreh Dea 34:7). 


If the skull was fractured - nhin TDN): If the skull of an 
animal was fractured, but the membrane of the brain (see 45a) 
was not perforated, the animal is kosher, in accordance with 
the mishna. One need not be concerned that the membrane 
was perforated, and one may suffice with inspecting the skull 
from the outside. But if the skull was missing a piece the size of 
a sela, the animal is a tereifa, in accordance with the statement 
of Shmuel on 42b (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Shehita 6:4; 
Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 30:2). 


If the heart was perforated and it did not reach its chamber — 
bn mab xh) aba ap»: If the heart was perforated, but the 
perforation did not reach its chamber, the animal is kosher, in 
accordance with the mishna. This ruling applies only if it was 
perforated by some disease. If it was perforated by a thorn 


or needle, it is a tereifa, since concern exists that the needle 
perforated another organ on its way through the body to the 
heart (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Shehita 6:5; Shulhan 
Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 40:2). 


If the spinal column was broken — mygg mawa: If the spinal 
column was broken but the spinal cord was not, the animal is 
kosher. One must inspect it to ascertain that the spinal cord was 
not cut (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Shehita 9:1; Shulhan 
Arukh, Yoreh De'a 32:2, 54:5 and Dagul MeRevava there). 


If the liver was removed - 1237 awn: If the entire liver was 
removed, the animal is a tereifa. ifa full olive- bulk of it remained 
near the gallbladder, and another full olive-bulk remained in its 
place of attachment, the animal is kosher, in accordance with 
the conclusion of the Gemara on 46a and the mishna here. 
Halakhic authorities disagree as to whether the place of attach- 
ment is the area under the kidneys or the liver’s attachment 
to the diaphragm. Therefore, in practice, three olive-bulks are 
required to satisfy all opinions (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot 
Shehita 8:21; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 41:1 and Shakh there). 
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Additionally, it is kosher if the omasum or the reticulum" was 
perforated one into the other. If the spleen was removed," or the 
kidneys were removed,™ or if its lower jaw was removed,™ or if 
its womb was removed," or if its lung shriveled by the hand of 
Heaven," the animal is kosher. In the case of an animal whose hide 
was removed," Rabbi Meir deems it kosher, and the Rabbis deem 
it a tereifa and unfit for consumption. 


G E M ARA™ mishna begins: And these are kosher, 


while the previous mishna begins: These 
are tereifot. With regard to this, it was stated that Rabbi Yohanan 
says: The tanna intended the phrase: These are tereifot, specifically, 
teaching that an animal is kosher in another case. The list of kosher 
cases here is therefore not exhaustive. And Rabbi Shimon ben 
Lakish says that the tanna intended the phrase: These are kosher, 
specifically, teaching that an animal is a tereifa in another case. 
The list of tereifot at the beginning of the chapter is therefore not 
exhaustive. 


The Gemara explains: With regard to what case do they disagree? 
They disagree with regard to the statement of Rav Mattana, as Rav 
Mattana says: This head of the femur that was completely dislo- 
cated renders the animal a tereifa. According to Rabbi Yohanan, 
who says that the phrase: These are tereifot, is meant specifically, 
the tanna taught the list of tereifot and taught afterward: This is the 
principle, to add cases that were not stated explicitly; 


HALAKHA 


The omasum or the reticulum — nipian mm port: The omasum 
and reticulum are connected. If they were perforated through 
their point of connection the animal is kosher, in accordance with 
the mishna (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Shehita 6:11; Shulhan 
Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 48:7). 


If the spleen was removed —biner ben: Even if the entire spleen 
was removed, the animal is kosher, in accordance with the mishna 
(Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Shehita 6:20; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh 
Dea 43:1). 


The kidneys were removed — nihan yn: If the kidneys were 
removed, the animal is kosher, in accordance with the mishna 
(Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Shehita 8:25; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh 
Dea 44:1). 


If its lower jaw was removed - janan mb Syn: If the lower jaw 
was removed, the animal is kosher, in accordance with the mishna. 
This applies only if it can be sustained by being fed (Rambam Sefer 
Kedusha, Hilkhot Shehita 8:16, 23; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De'a 33:1). 


Perek III 
Daf54 Amud b 


If its womb was removed — aby ONT mer: If the womb was 
removed from an animal or bird, it is kosher, in accordance with 
the mishna (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Shehita 8:25; Shulhan 
Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 45:1, and see Darkhei Teshuva there). 


Shriveled by the hand of heaven - oa% Ypa ANN: If an animal's 
lung shriveled due to fright caused by an act of God, such as 
thunder or lightning, the animal is permitted for consumption. 
If the fright was caused by human beings, e.g., if it witnessed 
another animal being slaughtered, the lung is considered to be 
missing and the animal is a tereifa, in accordance with the mishna 
(Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Shehita 8:9; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh 
Dea 36:14). 


An animal whose hide was removed - TTAN: If an animal's 
hide is entirely missing, whether due to disease or because it was 
removed by a person, itis a tereifa, in accordance with the opinion 
of the Sages. If a piece of skin the size of a sela remained, the 
animal is kosher, in accordance with the Gemara on 55b (Rambam 
Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Shehita 9:7; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De'a 59:1). 
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and the tanna then saw that the case of Rav Mattana, where the end 
of the thigh is dislocated, ostensibly comes under the heading of: 
This is the principle, and one might assume that it renders the 
animal a tereifa as well. What is the reason for this? It is because a 
dislocated thigh is similar to the cases of removed organs that 
render the animal a tereifa. Therefore, he taught the phrase: These 
are tereifot, at the beginning of the mishna, to emphasize that it is 
only these that render an animal a tereifa, but in the case of Rav 
Mattana, the animal is kosher. 


BACKGROUND 

Kidneys were removed - niyan bon: The kidneys 
are vital organs that serve to filter the blood, remove 
unwanted substances from the body, regulate water 
and electrolyte levels, and produce certain materi- 
als and hormones that are necessary for the body. A 
human being missing kidneys will certainly die, but 
in ruminants the rumen can fulfill certain functions of 
the kidneys, allowing the animal to survive temporarily 
without them. 


NOTES 

Its lower jaw was removed - jinnny ay) Syn: This is 
the halakha provided that the simanim remain attached 
to the throat (see 44a). The early commentaries discuss 
the animal's status if the upper jaw is removed. Some 
claim that since the case is not discussed in the mishna 
at all, such an animal is also kosher. But the Rambam 
writes that it is a tereifa, because an animal missing its 
upper jaw cannot live (see Beit Yosef and Responsa of 
the Rambam 315). 


Shriveled by the hand of Heaven - naw Ypa ANN: 
For example, if an animal was so frightened by thunder 
and lightning that its lung shriveled and assumed the 
appearance of palm branches, it is kosher, because it 
can recover. If it was frightened by human beings, e.g., 
if it witnessed another animal being slaughtered, it is a 
tereifa, because it cannot recover. 
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NOTES 


Its sinew is cut — a Pp: The head of the femur 


is connected to the acetabular socket in the pelvic 
bone by a small, round ligament. According to Rashi, 
the term sinew here refers to this ligament. According 
to the Rambam, it refers to the three ligaments that 
connect the femur to the hip bone: The iliofemoral, 
ischiofemoral, and pubofemoral ligaments. 


Pelvis of a cow 


(1) Sinew according to Rashi; (2) sinew according to the Rambam 


Tradesmen are not permitted to stand before Torah 
scholars — PAYA yen TAYY PREI TIID ya pre 
oan: The translation follows Rashi, who eco 
that it is prohibited for tradesmen to rise even if they 
wish to do so. He explains that since the money 
changers deal with the money of others, they may 
not interrupt their work so as not to inconvenience 
their customers. The Rambam understands, based 
on the Gemara in Kiddushin (33a), that it is permitted 
for tradesmen to remain seated, but they may rise if 
they wish, despite the inconvenience to themselves. 
Tosafot accept the latter interpretation as well, and 
note other instances in which the phrase: May not, is 
properly understood as: Need not. 


BACKGROUND 

Kurdish [kurdina‘a] dinar — AxPTHP KI: Citing 
he Targum and other sources in rabbinic literature, 
Rashi explains that this phrase refers to a dinar that 
comes from the mountains of Ararat, in modern-day 
urdistan or Armenia. Rabbi Eliyahu Bahur and others 
posit that the word is a corruption of gurdina‘a, refer- 
ring to the emperor Gordian. Three Roman emperors 
had this name: A father and son who held the throne 
jointly for only one month, and a grandson who ruled 
during the years 238-244 CE. 
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And according to Rabbi Shimon ben Lakish, who says that the 
phrase: These are kosher, is meant specifically, the tanna taught 
the list of tereifot, and taught afterward that this is the principle. 
And the tanna then saw that the case of Rav Mattana ostensibly 
does not come under the heading of: This is the principle, and 
one might assume that it does not render the animal a tereifa. What 
is the reason for this? It is because a dislocated thigh is not similar 
to cases of perforated organs, and it is not similar to cases of 
cut organs, such as the windpipe, and it is not similar to cases 
of removed organs. Therefore, he taught the phrase: These are 
kosher, to emphasize that it is only these that are kosher, but in 
the case of Rav Mattana, the animal is a tereifa. 


The Gemara addresses the matter itself: Rav Mattana says: This 
head of the femur" that was completely dislocated renders the 
animal a tereifa. And Rava said: The animal is kosher, but if its 
sinew holding the bone in place is cut,’ it is a tereifa. The Gemara 
concludes: And the halakha is: Even if the sinewis cut, the animal 
is still kosher, unless the sinew decomposed, in which case the 
animal is a tereifa. 


§ The mishna states: How much can the windpipe be missing 
and still be kosher? Rabban Shimon ben Gamliel says: Until the 
perforation is the same size as an Italian issar. Ze’eiri, who came 
from Eretz Yisrael, said with regard to this: You, who are not 
familiar with the measure of an Italian issar, because it is not used 
in Babylonia, should estimate its measure as a Kurdish dinar.’ 
And it is like a small peruta coin and can be found among the 
perutot of Pumbedita. 


Rabbi Hana the money changer said: Bar Nappaha, i.e., Rabbi 

Yohanan, was standing over me, and he requested of me a Kurd- 
ish dinar with which to measure tereifot, in accordance with the 

statement of Ze’eiri. And I wanted to rise before him out of 
respect, but he did not let me. Rabbi Yohanan said to me: Sit, my 

son, sit. Tradesmen are not" permitted to stand before Torah 

scholars" when they are engaged in their work. 


The Gemara asks: And are tradesmen not permitted to stand 
before Torah scholars? But didn’t we learn in a mishna (Bikkurim 
3:3): When the pilgrims bring their first fruits to Jerusalem, all the 
tradesmen stand before them, and greet them, and say to them: 
Our brothers from such and such place, welcome? 


HALAKHA 


This head of the femur — xabKT xpa NT: If the femur was 
dislocated from its point of attachment to the body, the animal 
or bird is a tereifa. This applies only if the sinews connecting the 
femur to the pelvic bone have decomposed. If they were severed, 
the animal is kosher, in accordance with the conclusion of the 
Gemara. Nowadays there is no received tradition for discerning 


Tradesmen are not, etc. — 3) NPa1% bya PX: Tradesmen need 
not rise before Torah scholars when they are busy with their work. 
If they are busy with the work of others, they may not rise even if 
they wish to do so, in accordance with the explanation of Tosafot 
(Rambam Sefer HaMadda, Hilkhot Talmud Torah 6:2; Shulhan Arukh, 
Yoreh De'a 244:5). 


the condition of the sinews, and all animals with dislocated femurs 
are deemed tereifot (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Shehita 10:3; 
Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De'a 55:2, and in the comment of Rema). 
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Rabbi Yohanan said: Yes, they stand before those bringing 
first fruits, but they do not stand before Torah scholars. Rabbi 
Yosei bar Avin says: Come and see how beloved is a mitzva per- 
formed in its proper time, as the tradesmen stand before those who 
brought first fruits, while they do not stand before Torah scholars. 


The Gemara rejects the statement of Rabbi Yosei bar Avin: From 
where does one know that they rise out of respect? Perhaps the 
tradesmen stand only in order not to cause those bringing first fruits 
to fail and sin in the future. That is, if the tradesmen do not treat 
those bringing the first fruits with great respect, they may not make 
the effort to travel to Jerusalem in a subsequent year. 


§ The mishna states: How much can the windpipe be missing and 
still be kosher? Rabban Shimon ben Gamliel says: Until the perfora- 
tion is the same size as an Italian issar. With regard to this, Rav 
Nahman says: Whenever the Sages specify the measure as that ofa 
sela, e.g., with regard to a damaged skull for purposes of tereifot, they 
mean that even an area exactly the size of a sela is treated as more 
than a sela." Likewise, when they specify the measure as that of an 
issar, they mean that an area exactly the size of an issar is treated as 
though it were more than an issar. 


Since Rav Nahman holds that a perforation exactly the size of an 
issar is treated as though it were larger than an issar, he must hold 
that such a perforation in the windpipe renders the animal a tereifa. 
The Gemara therefore infers: Apparently, Rav Nahman holds that 
whenever the Sages use the word: Until, it means until and not 
including the measure, as the mishna states that an animal with a 
perforated windpipe is kosher until the perforation reaches the size 
of an issar. 


Rava raised an objection to the opinion of Rav Nahman from a 
mishna (Kelim 19:2): The end of a rope that extends from a rope 
bed™ is not susceptible to ritual impurity until it is five hand- 
breadths long. If the bed becomes impure, the rope remains pure, 
because it has no use and is therefore not considered part of the 
bed. What, is it not teaching that a rope exactly five handbreadths 
long is treated as though its length were below that amount? If so, 
the word: Until, means until and including the exact measure. The 
Gemara responds: No, a rope exactly five handbreadths long is like 
a rope whose length is above that amount. 


The Gemara suggests: Come and hear a proof from the continuation 
of the mishna: If the end of the rope was of any length from five 
handbreadths until ten, it is susceptible to impurity. What, is it 
not teaching that a rope exactly ten handbreadths long is treated as 
though its length were below that? The Gemara responds: No, a rope 
exactly ten handbreadths long is treated like a rope whose length is 
above that, and it is not susceptible to impurity. 


The Gemara suggests: Come and hear proof from another mishna 
(Kelim 2:2): With regard to the smallest of earthenware vessels, if 
they, or even their broken-off bases" or sides, can sit, i.e., remain 
upright, without being supported, 


Rope that extends from a bed - Await ja Nyin ban: If a rope 
extends from an impure bed, the four handbreadths closest to 
the bed are pure, because they have no use. From the beginning 
of the fifth handbreadth until the end of the tenth handbreadth 


HALAKHA 


Beyond ten handbreadths the rope is pure, because that section 
also has no use, in accordance with the mishna and the conclu- 
sion of the Gemara on the next amud (Rambam Sefer Tahara, 
Hilkhot Kelim 21:7). 


the rope is impure, because it can be used to hang the bed. 


NOTES 


As more than a sela -yoan sama: The early commentar- 
ies disagree concerning the case to which Rav Nahman is 
referring. According to Rashi, he is referring to the dispute 
between Beit Shammai and Beit Hillel in tractate Oholot 
2:3) with regard to the ritual impurity of a human spine 
missing a vertebra or a skull with a hole in it. According 
o Beit Hillel, if a spine is missing one vertebra or a skull 
is missing so much bone that it would cause a living 
person to die, it is not treated as a whole corpse and 
herefore does not impart ritual impurity to items under 
he same roof. Elsewhere, Shmuel rules that the measure 
of such a hole is the size of a sela (Bekhorot 37b). As cited 
earlier (42b) with regard to the spine, Shmuel extends 
he opinion of Beit Hillel to tereifot, and consequently an 
animal whose skull is missing a piece the size of a sela is 
deemed a tereifa. 

By contrast, Rabbeinu Tam understands Rav Nahman’s 
statement as referring to the case of an animal that has 
lost most of its skin. As long as a piece of skin the size of a 
sela remains, it is nota tereifa (see 55b). Tosafot reject both 
Rashi's and Rabbeinu Tam's explanations and suggest 
that Rav Nahman is referring to the case of a hole in the 
external rumen, which renders the animal a tereifa if it is 
the size of a sela (see Rashba). 


Rope that extends from a bed - mwat ja xxi ban: 
A rope in and of itself is not susceptible to impurity, 
because it is not considered a full-fledged utensil. It 
becomes susceptible to impurity only when it is part of 
a bed and is long enough to be useful to its function in 
some manner. If it is less than five handbreadths long, it 
is not susceptible to impurity, because it is useless and 
considered to be already cut off. If it is longer than ten 
handbreadths, the extent of the rope beyond ten hand- 
breadths is also considered useless and is not susceptible 
o impurity. 


They or their bases — jin 7: According to the 
standard version of the text, which is accepted by Rashi, 
his halakha applies even to whole vessels. If they do not 
hold enough oil to anoint a child, they are not susceptible 
o impurity. Other commentaries, including Tosafot, note 
hat this contradicts another mishna in tractate Kelim 
17:15), which states that any whole vessel that can hold 
any contents is susceptible to ritual impurity (see Yam shel 
Shlomo). These commentaries therefore favor Rabbeinu 
Hananel’s version of the text, which reads simply: Their 
bases, indicating that the halakha applies only to broken 
vessels. The Gra writes that even in Rashi’s version of the 
ext, one can understand that the word: They, denotes 
only the upper parts of broken vessels. 
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Perek III 
Daf55 Amuda 


NOTES 


Up to a log - ab ww: If a vessel is so small that it holds 
up to a /og of oil when full, its broken base must hold 
enough to anoint a child in order to be susceptible to 
impurity. But if the vessel is larger, its broken base is not 
susceptible to impurity even when it holds enough oil 
to anoint a child, even if it was designated for that pur- 
pose (Tosafot). The majority of the early commentaries 
interpret this measure as the amount of oil necessary 
to anoint the smallest limb of a one-day-old child, one 
ninety-sixth of a /og. 

The Rambam disagrees and understands that the 
measure is the amount necessary to anoint the whole 
body of a small child, which is more than a quarter-/og. 
He also possessed a variant text indicating that this 
amount is not the requisite measure of the contents of a 
broken base, but rather the minimum capacity of a vessel 
when it was whole that would render its broken base 
susceptible to impurity. Even then, the broken base must 
hold at least a quarter-log to be susceptible to impurity 
(see Yam shel Shlomo). 


HALAKHA 


Quarter-log — mya: An earthenware vessel of any size 
is susceptible to ritual impurity. If the vessel is broken, 
its degree of susceptibility is dependent on its capacity 
when whole. If, when whole, it holds at least enough oil 
to anoint a small child and up to a sea, its broken base 
or sides are susceptible to impurity if they hold a quarter 
of a log when resting on a surface, in accordance with 
Rabbi Yishmael'’s opinion in the mishna (Kelim 2:2) and 
the Rambam's interpretation of the Gemara (Rambam 
Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Kelim 2:1, 18:13). 


From a sea, etc. — 3) ngon: If an earthenware ves- 
sel had a capacity of any amount from one to two sea 
when whole, its broken base or sides are susceptible to 
impurity if they hold at least half a /og. If the vessel had a 
capacity of any amount from two se‘a and upward when 
whole, its broken base or sides are susceptible only if they 
hold a full Jog, in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi 
Yishmael in the mishna in Kelim 2:2 (Rambam Sefer Tahara, 
Hilkhot Kelim 18:14). 


Measure of a groat — D133: Menstruation renders a 
woman impure and prohibited from engaging in 
intercourse. By Torah law, this applies only if she feels 
the blood exit her body. The Sages decreed that she is 
rendered impure and it is prohibited for her to engage 
in intercourse if a bloodstain is found on her body or 
clothes, even if she did not feel the blood exit her body, 
and even if she inspected herself internally and found 
no blood. This decree applies only if the stain was of 
greater size than a groat, which is the size of nine lentils, 
in accordance with the statement of Rav Hisda (Nidda 
54b). If one has at hand a groat larger than this size, he 
may measure with it, in accordance with the statement of 
Rabbi Abbahu that the measure of a groat is interpreted 
leniently for this purpose (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot 
Issurei Bia 4:19 and Ra'avad there; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh 
Dea 1901, 5). 


BACKGROUND 
Measure of a groat — D33: A groat [gris] is a cracked 
grain or bean. When a bean or a grain is broken in half, its 
inner surface is flat and convenient for measuring area. 
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their measure in order to be susceptible to ritual impurity is that 
they can hold enough oil with which to anoint a small child. If they 
cannot hold this amount, they are considered useless and are not 
susceptible to impurity. And this measure applies only to vessels 
that held up to a log" when they were whole; if they had originally 
held more, they must hold more when broken in order to be sus- 
ceptible to impurity. What, is it not teaching that if it originally held 
exactly one logit is treated as though it had held below that amount? 
If so, the term: Up to, means up to and including. The Gemara 
responds: No, if it held exactly one log it is treated as though it held 
above that amount, and if broken it must be capable of holding a 
greater measure in order to be susceptible to impurity. 


The Gemara suggests: Come and hear proof from the continuation 
of the same mishna: If the vessel originally held from a log up to a 
sea, its broken-off base or sides must hold a quarter-log' in order 
to be susceptible to impurity. What, is it not teaching that if it origi- 
nally held exactly a sea it is treated as though it had held below that 
amount? The Gemara responds: No, if it held exactly a se‘ it is 
treated as though it had held above that amount, and its base or 
sides must hold a greater measure in order to be susceptible to 
impurity. 


The Gemara suggests: Come and hear proof from the continuation 
of the same mishna: If the vessel had originally held from a sea" up 
to two sea, its broken-off base or sides must hold half a log to be 
susceptible to impurity. What, is it not teaching that if it had origi- 
nally held exactly two se'a it is treated as if though it had held below 
that amount? The Gemara responds: No, if it had held exactly two 
sea it is treated as though it had held above that amount. 


The Gemara asks: How can one explain the mishna in this manner? 
But isn’t it taught explicitly in a baraita: If the vessel had originally 
held exactly a log it is treated as though it had held below that 
amount; ifit had held exactly a se“ it is treated as though it had held 
below that amount; if it had held exactly two se‘a it is treated as 
though it had held below that amount? Evidently, the term: Up to, 
means up to and including the given measure, in contradiction to 
Rav Nahman’s opinion that it means up to and not including the 
measure. 


The Gemara responds: The term: Up to, is always interpreted in the 
more stringent manner. Accordingly, there, with regard to the impu- 
rity of vessels, the term: Up to, is interpreted as up to and including 
in order to rule stringently, since the vessel is then more easily 
susceptible to impurity. As Rabbi Abbahu says that Rabbi Yohanan 
says: All measures of the Sages must be interpreted stringently, 
except for the measure ofa groat™ as a standard for stains of blood 
found on a woman's clothing, which is interpreted leniently. Even 
if the stain is exactly the size of a groat, the woman remains pure. 
Here, it is more stringent to interpret the phrase: Up to, as up to and 
including, because an animal is then more susceptible to being 
rendered a tereifa. 


The Gemara notes: The language is also precise, i.e. it is evident 
that the phrase: Up to, is always interpreted stringently, as the 
mishna (Kelim 19:2) states that if a rope extending from a rope bed 
is of any length up to five handbreadths, it is not susceptible to ritual 
impurity, but if it is of any length from five up to ten handbreadths, 
itis susceptible. And a baraita teaches with regard to that mishna: 
If the rope was exactly five handbreadths long, it is treated as though 
its length were above that; ifthe rope was exactly ten handbreadths 
long, it is treated as though its length were below that. In both cases, 
the measure is interpreted stringently. 
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§ The mishna states: If the spleen was removed? the animal 
remains kosher. Rav Avira says in the name of Rava: The Sages 
taught that it is kosher only when the spleen was removed, but if 
it was perforated," it is a tereifa." 


Rabbi Yosei bar Avin, and some say Rabbi Yosei bar Zevida, 
raises an objection from a mishna in the next chapter (68a): If, 
prior to slaughtering an animal, one severs pieces from a fetus that 
is in the womb and leaves those pieces in the womb, their con- 
sumption is permitted by virtue of the slaughter of the mother 
animal (see 69a). By contrast, if one severs pieces of the spleen or 
of the kidneys of an animal and then slaughters it, then even if 
those pieces are left inside the animal their consumption is pro- 
hibited, because an organ severed from a living being is not permit- 
ted by the subsequent slaughter of the animal. One can infer from 
the mishna that the animal itself is permitted even when part of 
the spleen was severed. Evidently, such an animal is not a tereifa. 


The Gemara responds: The same is true of the animal, and even 
the animal is prohibited. But since the mishna taught in the first 
clause, with regard to the parts of the fetus: Their consumption is 
permitted, it taught in the last clause with regard to the parts of 
the spleen: Their consumption is prohibited, to contrast between 
them. Or, if you wish, say instead that a perforated spleen is a 
discrete case, in which the animal is a tereifa, and a cut spleen is a 
discrete case," in which the animal is not. 


§ The mishna states: If the kidneys were removed the animal 
remains kosher. Rakhish bar Pappa said in the name of Rav: If an 
animal was diseased in even one kidney,"" the animal is a tereifa. 
In the West, Eretz Yisrael, they say: And this applies only ina case 
where the disease reached 


HALAKHA 


Perforated — 3p): One end of the spleen is wide and the other nar- 
row. If the wide end was perforated through, the animal is a tereifa. 
the perforation did not extend all the way through it, leaving an 
ntact area the thickness of a gold dinar, the animal is permitted 
or consumption. If the intact portion was thinner than this, the 
spleen is considered perforated through and the animal is a tereifa. 
the narrow end was perforated, the animal remains kosher, in 
accordance with the conclusion of the Gemara on the next amud. 
the wide end of the spleen was cut, some say that the animal is 
osher, but the halakha is to rule stringently. All agree, however, that 
only the narrow end was cut the animal is kosher (Rambam Sefer 
Kedusha, Hilkhot Shehita 6:19; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De'a 43:2, and in 
he comment of Rema). 


But if it was perforated, it is a tereifa — 79W Ap Sars: A perforation 
or cut causes the animal to be in pain and allows for the spread of 
infection throughout its body (Rashi). 


A perforated spleen is a discrete case and a cut spleen is a dis- 
crete case — anh Jann anh ap: The difference between them is 
that a perforated spleen does not result from a human action, while 
a cut spleen is caused directly by human beings and is treated more 
leniently (Rid; see Halakhot Gedolot). 


Diseased in even one kidney - nn wig ang: Rashi inter- 
prets this as an animal whose kidney was full of pus. Other early 
commentaries note that in many variant versions of the text, a 
diseased kidney and a kidney full of pus are listed separately on 
the next amud. They interpret the mention of a diseased kidney 
here as referring to when the flesh atrophies to such an extent 


NOTES 


Diseased in even one kidney - nny wha any): In a case where 
a kidney was diseased, i.e., it atrophied and decomposed, causing 
a foul odor, and it disintegrates if held up by one end, and the 
disease has reached the white area inside the kidney, the animal 
is a tereifa, in accordance with the statement of Rakhish bar Pappa 
and the residents of Eretz Yisrael. The same is true for a kidney full of 
pus, though some say that pus renders the animal a tereifa even if it 
does not reach the white area. Others say that the same is true for a 
kidney that changed color. A kidney that was damaged by a blade is 
treated as though it were diseased. Some later commentaries deem 
the animal a tereifa even if the disease did not extend into the white 
area but only bordered it (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Shehita 
8:26; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De’a 44:2 and Levush there). 


hat a doctor would scrape it off (Rashba; Tosefot HaRosh), or that it 
disintegrates if one holds it up by one end (Rambam). Some explain 
hat a diseased kidney is one that has turned white (Sefer Halttur). 
Some commentaries, such as the Rambam, explain that according 
o those who understand that there are in fact two distinct cases, 
he case of a kidney full of pus renders the animal a tereifa even 
when the pus has not reached the location of the crevice. Others 
hold that no condition of the kidney can render the animal a tereifa 
until it reaches the crevice (Rashba). 

Commentaries differ as to whether a kidney cut by a knife also 
renders the animal a tereifa. According to the Halakhot Gedolot and 
Rav Shmuel ben Hofni Gaon it does, while the Rid, based on the 
account of the hunters cited earlier (54a), holds that it does not 
and that only kidney damage caused by an act of God renders the 
animal a tereifa (see also Sefer Halttur). 


e publisher 


BACKGROUND 


Spleen was removed inva ben: The spleen is an 
organ associated with the circulatory system that 
creates white blood cells and breaks down dam- 
aged and dead red blood cells. The spleen also cre- 
ates antibodies and functions as part of the immune 
system. In ruminants, the spleen is found near the 
front part of the rumen, and its shape is similar to a 
tongue, wide at one end and narrow at the other. 

According to modern medical science, the pres- 
ence of the spleen is not vital, yet complications 
caused by injury or disease in the spleen can be a 
mortal danger, such that a spleen may be removed 
from a patient to stem illness caused by it. In fact, 
the Gemara (Avoda Zara 44b; Sanhedrin 21a) indi- 
cates that in ancient times there were even people 
who electively removed their spleens. 
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HALAKHA 


A perforation renders an animal unfit, etc. - 3p) 
^D bypa: The lung is surrounded by two membranes. 
If both are perforated at overlapping points, the animal 
is a tereifa. If only one was perforated, or if they were 
both perforated but the perforations do not overlap, 
the animal is kosher, in accordance with the mishna 
earlier (42a) and Gemara (46a—b). Some deem the 
animal a tereifa even if the perforations in the lung's 
membranes do not overlap, and such is the custom 
(Rema). If one of the kidneys was perforated or cut, 
even if the injury reached the renal pelvis, the animal is 
kosher, in accordance with the Gemara here (Rambam 
Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Shehita 7:1; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh 
Dea 36:1, 44:1). 


Pus, where the animal is kosher if it occurs in the 
lung and unfit if it occurs in the kidney - W037 xban 
xan bia ma: If one finds abscesses full of pus in 
the lung, the animal is kosher, but if one finds pus in 
the kidney, the animal is a tereifa, in accordance with 
the Gemara here. Some say the animal is a tereifa even 
if the pus has not reached the white area (Rambam 
Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Shehita 7:10, 8:26; Shulhan Arukh, 
Yoreh Dea 37:1, 44:2). 


Clear fluid — p3} ov: If clear fluid was found in the 
ung or kidney, the animal is kosher, even if the fluid 
reached the white area in the kidney. If the fluid is fetid 
or was salty, the animal is a tereifa, in accordance with 
he version of the Gemara of the Rif and the Rambam. 
However, many deem the animal kosher even if there 
was fetid or cloudy fluid in the lung, since this condi- 
ion is less serious than pus, which is kosher in the lung. 
According to this opinion, cloudy or fetid fluid renders 
he animal a tereifa only if present in the kidney (Ram- 
bam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Shehita 8:26; Shulhan Arukh, 
Yoreh De'a 37:1, and in the comment of Rema, 44:2). 


A kidney that shrank - a»epaw xian: If a kidney 
shrank, the animal is a tereifa. The measure for a 
shrunken kidney is the size of a bean or less in small 
livestock. In large livestock it is the size of a grape or 
less. This ruling only applies if the kidney shrank due to 
disease. If the animal was born with a shrunken kidney, 
it is kosher, in accordance with the opinion of Rashi. 
One can discern whether the kidney was shrunken 
due to disease by checking for a shriveled membrane, 
ora hollow or rotten area in the kidney (Rambam Sefer 
Kedusha, Hilkhot Shehita 8:26; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 
44:5, and see Shakh there). 
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the location of the crevice. And where is the location of the 
crevice?" This is a reference to the white matter under the loins. 
Rav Nehunya said: I asked all the authorities on tereifot of the 
West, and they said to me: The halakha is in accordance with 
the opinion of Rakhish bar Pappa in the name of Rav that a dis- 
eased kidney renders an animal a tereifa, but the halakha is not in 
accordance with the opinion of Rav Avira that a perforated spleen 
renders the animal a tereifa. 


The Gemara adds: And even with regard to the opinion of Rav Avira, 
we said that the halakha is not in accordance with his opinion only 
if the spleen was perforated in its narrow, lower end, but if it was 
perforated in its thick, upper end, the animal is a tereifa. And even 
if it was perforated in its thick end, if it was not perforated com- 
pletely and a layer of the spleen as thick as a gold dinar remains 
intact, the animal is kosher. 


§ They say in the West, Eretz Yisrael: Any injury that renders an 
animal unfit for consumption when occurring in the lung is kosher 
when occurring in the kidney. For example, a perforation renders 
an animal unfit" when occurring in the lung (see 42a), but the 
animal is kosher if it occurs in the kidney. And it follows that all 
the more so, where an animal is kosher despite an injury in the 
lung, it will remain kosher despite a similar injury in the kidney. 


Rabbi Tanhuma objects to this: And is this an established prin- 
ciple? But what about a case of pus, where the animal is kosher if 
it occurs in the lung and unfit for consumption if it occurs in the 
kidney?" And what about clear fluid," which is kosher both here 
and there," i.e., whether occurring in the lungs or the kidney? 
Rather, Rav Ashi said: Are you comparing tereifot to one another? 
One cannot say with regard to tereifot: This is similar to that, as 
one cuts an animal from here, in one place, and it dies, while one 
cuts it from there, in another place, and it lives. Certain injuries 
may compromise the kidney but not the lung, or vice versa. 


The Gemara notes: And with regard to clear fluid found in the lungs 
or kidney, which is kosher, we said so only in a case where the fluid 
was unclouded," but if it was clouded, the animal is a tereifa. And 
even when the fluid was unclouded, we said the animal is kosher 
only if the fluid is not fetid, but if it is fetid, the animal is a tereifa. 


The Gemara continues to discuss cases of tereifot due to the kidneys: 
With regard to a kidney that shrank," in small animals, such as 
sheep, the animal is a tereifa if it shrank until the size of a bean; in 
large animals, such as cattle, the animal is a tereifa if it shrank until 
the size of an intermediate-sized grape. 


NOTES 


And where is the location of the crevice — yn Dipa Kym: 
The kidney is shaped like an ear facing downward at the hips. 
Blood vessels and the ureter exit the kidney from a crevice at its 
center, called the renal pelvis. The inside of the renal pelvis has a 
white color, and appears to be connected to the fat of the pelvis 
by the ureter and blood vessels, which are themselves covered in 
white fat (see Or Zarua). If the kidney rotted or was filled with pus, 
and the symptoms reach this white area, the animal is a tereifa. 


And clear fluid, which is kosher here and there - p3! 0% 9711 
XIM KIT DWI: Rashi comments here that he does not under- 
stand the question, as this point is consistent with the statement 
of those in the West that a defect found in the lung that does not 
render the animal a tereifa also does not render the animal a tereifa 
when found in the kidney. Tosafot suggest that perhaps the ques- 
tion is focused upon the very fact that those in the West compare 
one type of tereifa to another. This assertion is inconsistent with 


the fact that while this clear fluid in the kidney results from a 
disease, nevertheless the Gemara does not state that it is a tereifa 
for this reason, as it would be due to pus, which also partially 
results from disease. Alternatively, the Ramban suggests that the 
question should be understood as follows: If an animal with clear 
fluid in either the lung or the kidney is still kosher, it follows that if 
the fluid is not clear, the animal would be a tereifa in both cases. If 
so, this contradicts the given principle that any defect in the lung 
does not render the animal a tereifa when found in the kidney. 


We said so only in a case where the fluid was unclouded — xb 
toys xbx Tats: According to the Ba'al HaMaor, this statement 
applies only to the kidney, but clouded water in the lung cannot 
render the animal a tereifa, because pus, which is itself cloudy, does 
not render the animal a tereifa. The Rif and the Rambam disagree 
with that explanation. 
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§ The mishna states: If the animal’s lower jaw was removed," it 
remains kosher. With regard to this, Rabbi Zeira says: The Sages 
taught this only when the animal is able to live by placing food in 
its mouth or stuffing’ it down its throat. But if it cannot live by 
placing or stuffing food into it, it is a tereifa. 


§ The mishna states: If its womb [em] was removed,’ the animal 
remains kosher. A Sage taught: The em is synonymous with the 
tarpahat, and it is synonymous with the shalpuhit. 


§ The mishna states: Or if its lung shriveled [haruta]" by the hand 
of Heaven, the animal is kosher. The Sages taught in a baraita: 
Which is a haruta? It is any animal whose lung shriveled. If this 
occurred by the hand of Heaven, e.g. if the lung shriveled from 
fright of thunder and lightning, the animal is kosher. But if it hap- 
pened by the hands of a person who frightened it, e.g., if it wit- 
nessed another animal being slaughtered, it is a tereifa. Rabbi Shi- 
mon ben Elazar says: Even if the lung shriveled by the hands of 
any creature, e.g. if it was frightened by a lion’s roar. 


A dilemma was raised before the Sages: Is the statement of Rabbi 
Shimon ben Elazar referring to the first clause of the baraita, in 
which case the statement is a leniency, and even the roar of a lion 
is considered by the hand of Heaven? Or perhaps it is referring to 
the latter clause, and the statement is a stringency, and a lung 
shriveled by the hand of any creature renders the animal a tereifa? 


The Gemara suggests: Come and hear a proof, as it is taught in the 
above baraita: A lung that was shriveled by the hands of a person 
renders the animal a tereifa. Rabbi Shimon ben Elazar says: Even 
by the hands of any creature. Evidently, Rabbi Shimon ben Elazar 
is referring to the latter clause. 


The Gemara recounts: Rabba bar bar Hana was walking in the 

desert, and he found certain rams" whose lungs were shriveled. 
He came and asked in the study hall how one can determine the 

cause of the shriveling. The Sages said to him: In the summer, 
bring white vessels and fill them with cold water and set the lungs 

in them for a twenty-four-hour period. If they go back to appearing 

healthy, i.e., if they expand, one knows that it was by the hand of 
Heaven and the animals are kosher; but if they do not expand, the 

animals are tereifa. In the winter, bring dark" vessels and fill them 
with tepid water, and set the lungs in them for a twenty-four-hour 
period. If they go back to appearing healthy, they are kosher; but 

if not, they are tereifa. 


§ The mishna states: In the case of an animal whose hide was 
removed," Rabbi Meir deems it kosher, and the Rabbis deem it a 
tereifa. With regard to this, the Sages taught: In the case of an animal 
whose hide was removed, Rabbi Meir deems it kosher, and the 
Rabbis deem it a tereifa and unfit for consumption. And Elazar the 
scribe and Yohanan ben Gudgeda already testified before the 
Sages with regard to an animal whose hide was removed that it is 
unfit for consumption. Rabbi Shimon ben Elazar said: Rabbi Meir 
retracted his statement. 


NOTES 


Placing [/e‘ita] or stuffing [hamra‘a] - ngam mor: In tractate 
Shabbat (155b), the Sages disagree as to the meaning of these 
two words. Rav Yehuda holds that hamraʻa is stuffing the food far 
enough down the animal's throat that it cannot disgorge it, while 


Dark - amv: Dark vessels cool the water less than white vessels 
(Rashi). Alternatively, these vessels must be of bronze specifi- 
cally, which is dark, as opposed to earthenware, which is lighter 
(Rashi). 


leita is placing the food in such a way that it can disgorge it. Rav 
Hisda says that both refer to stuffing food such that the animal 
cannot disgorge it, but hamra‘a is accomplished by means of tools, 


whereas /e‘ita is performed by hand. 


HALAKHA 

Lower jaw was removed, etc. — ^3) innn aay) Son 
f an animal’s lower jaw was removed, the animal is 
osher, provided it can survive by eating normally or 
being fed, in accordance with the Gemara. The same 
halakha applies to a chicken whose beak was removed 
Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Shehita 8:16, 23; Shulhan 
Arukh, Yoreh De'a 33:1, and in the comment of Rema). 


Shriveled - amn: If an animal's lung shriveled due to 
right caused by a human being, e.g., if the animal wit- 
nessed another animal being slaughtered, it is a tereifa. 
But if the lung shriveled due to fright caused by an act 
of God, such as thunder and lightning or the roaring of 
other animals, the animal is kosher, in accordance with 
he opinion of the first tanna in the baraita (Rambam 
Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Shehita 8:9; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh 
Dea 36:14). 


Certain rams, etc. = 1319999 7137: If an animal's lungs 
were shriveled, and it is uncertain whether this was 
due to fright caused by human beings or an act of God, 
one may inspect the lung. If the weather is cold, one 
places the lung for a twenty-four-hour period in tepid 
water in a vessel that will not cool the water quickly. 
If the weather is hot, one places it for a twenty-four- 
hour period in cold water in a vessel that will keep the 
water cold. If the lung returns to normal, it must have 
shriveled due to an act of God or other animals, and 
the animal is kosher. If not, it was frightened by human 
beings, and the animal is a tereifa. The Rema writes that 
inspections are no longer relied upon, and the animal 
is deemed a tereifa out of uncertainty. If it is certain that 
the animal was frightened by an act of God, one must 
still perform the inspection to deem it kosher (Rambam 
Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Shehita 8:10; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh 
Dea 36:15). 


An animal whose hide was removed - maan: 
Ifan animal's hide is missing, whether due to disease or 
because it was removed by a person, it is a tereifa. But if a 

piece of skin the width of a sela remains along its entire 

spine, and another piece the width of a sela remains on 

the navel, and others on the tips of its limbs, the animal 

is permitted for consumption, because this satisfies all 

opinions of the amora’im (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hil- 
khot Shehita 9:7; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 59:1). 


BACKGROUND 
Womb was removed - ON7 mown: 


Location of cow's womb 
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NOTES 


Tips of all segments of the spine — Dp WXY: The 


ranslation here is in accordance with Rashi’s explana- 
ion. According to the Rambam, this term denotes the 
ips of the limbs. 


Hide of the hooves — nipisit ma iy: The amoraim 
disagree (122b) as to the definition of the hide of the 
hooves. According to Ray, this refers to the hide adja- 
cent to the hooves. According to Rabbi Hanina, this 
refers to the hide of the entire lower section of the 
eg that is removed and sold with the hoof (see 76a). 
According to either opinion, this skin cannot save an 
animal whose hide is removed from becoming a tereifa, 
because it is soft and is considered part of the flesh 


(Rashi; Rabbeinu Gershom Meor HaGola). 


The hide of the hooves according to (1) the opinion of Rav, and (2) the 
opinion of Rabbi Hanina 
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The Gemara objects: By inference, one may conclude that according 
to Rabbi Shimon ben Elazar, Rabbi Meir initially disagreed with 
regard to an animal whose hide was removed. But isn’t it taught in 
a baraita: Rabbi Shimon ben Elazar said: Rabbi Meir and the Sages 
did not disagree with regard to an animal whose hide was removed, 
and all agree that it is unfit for consumption. And Rabbi Oshaya, 
son of Rabbi Yehuda the spice merchant, already testified before 
Rabbi Akiva in the name of Rabbi Tarfon with regard to an animal 
whose hide was removed that it is unfit for consumption. And if a 
piece of hide the same size as a sela remained intact, the animal is 
kosher. The Gemara explains the objection: The phrase: Did not 
disagree, indicates that Rabbi Meir never disagreed with the Sages. 
Rav Nahman bar Yitzhak said: What is the meaning of the phrase: 
Did not disagree? It means that Rabbi Meir did not stand firm in 
his disagreement and retracted. 


The Gemara analyzes the baraita: The Master said: If a piece of hide 
the same size as a sela remained intact in the animal, it is kosher. The 
Gemara asks: Where must this piece of hide be? Rav Yehuda said 
that Shmuel said: The piece of hide must be along the entire spine. 


A dilemma was raised before the Sages: Does Shmuel mean that it 
is kosher if a long and thin strip of hide remains along the spine, such 
that when one combines its area, it will constitute the same size as 
a sela? Or perhaps it is kosher only if the remaining hide is the width 
of a sela along the entire spine? The Gemara responds: Come and 
hear proof from that which Rabbi Nehorai explained in the name 
of Shmuel: It must be the width of a sela along the entire spine. 


Rabba bar bar Hana says: There must be a piece of hide the size of 
a sela on the tips of all segments of the spine" and on the tips of the 
femur and tibia. Rabbi Elazar ben Antigonus says in the name of 
Rabbi Elazar, son of Rabbi Yannai: The piece of hide must be the 
width of a sela at the place of its navel. 


Rabbi Yannai, son of Rabbi Yishmael, raises a dilemma: If all the 
hide covering the place of the spine was removed," but all of the 
remaining hide was intact, or if the hide covering the place of its 
navel was removed but all of the remaining hide was intact, or if the 
hide covering all the tips of the segments were removed but all of 
the remaining hide was intact, what is the halakha? The Gemara 
responds: The dilemma shall stand unresolved. 


Rav says: Any portion of the hide that is the size of a sela saves an 
animal whose hide was removed from becoming a tereifa, except for 
the hide of the hooves," which is not considered hide. And Rabbi 
Yohanan says: Even the hide of the hooves saves it. 


If all the hide covering the place of the spine was removed, 
etc. = IDV TYTO Dipa Syn: If a strip the width of a sela was 
removed from the spine, navel, or tips of the limbs, and all the rest 
of the hide remains, the animal is kosher. Although the question 
is not resolved in the Gemara, and one generally rules stringently 
in matters of uncertainty concerning Torah law, this halakha is 
decided leniently, either because one is lenient in matters of 


HALAKHA 
uncertainty with regard to tereifot or because this case involves 
a compound uncertainty (Kesef Mishne). Still, some deem it a 
tereifa, ruling stringently in a case of uncertainty with regard to 
Torah law. If the hide is removed from all three areas, the animal is 
a tereifa even if the rest of the hide remains intact (Rambam Sefer 
Kedusha, Hilkhot Shehita 9:7; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 59:1, and in 
the comment of Rema, and Shakh there). 
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The Gemara recounts: Rabbi Asi asked Rabbi Yohanan: With 
regard to the hide of the hooves, what is the halakha? Does it 
save an animal whose hide was removed if a piece of it the size 
ofa sela remains? Rabbi Yohanan said to him: It saves the animal. 
Rabbi Asi said to him: But didn’t you teach us, our teacher, the 
following mishna (122a): These are the entities whose hide is like 
their flesh in terms of halakhic status, in that it transmits ritual 
impurity... the skin ofa head of a young calf, and the hide of the 
hooves? Evidently, the hide of the hooves is considered like flesh 
and not true skin. Rabbi Yohanan said to him: Do not trouble 
me by invoking that mishna, as I teach it in the singular. Only 
according to one Sage, Rabbi Shimon, is the hide of the hooves 
not true skin; according to the Rabbis, it is considered true skin. 


As it is taught in a baraita: One who slaughters a burnt offer- 
ing™ with intent to burn an olive-bulk of the hide beneath the 
tail outside its designated area, i.e., outside the Temple courtyard, 
renders the offering unfit, but there is no liability for excision 
from the World-to-Come [karet] for one who partakes of the 
offering. If he had intent to burn it beyond its designated time, 
then it is rendered piggul, and one is liable to receive karet for 
partaking of it. This halakha usually applies to an offering’s flesh 
but not its hide. Since the hide beneath the tail is soft, it is treated 
like part of the flesh. This is the opinion of the Rabbis. 


Eliezer ben Yehuda of Evlayim said in the name of Rabbi 
Ya’akov, and so says Rabbi Shimon ben Yehuda of Ikos in the 
name of Rabbi Shimon: Whether the hide of the hooves, or the 
hide of the head of a young calf, or the hide beneath the tail, or 
any hide that the Sages listed with regard to ritual impurity 
under the heading: These are the entities whose hide is like their 
flesh in terms of halakhic status, 


NOTES 


One who slaughters a burnt offering, etc. - abipa Dx privat 
"131: Certain parts of each offering must be burned on the altar 
within a certain period of time after they are slaughtered. If one 
performs sacrificial rites with intent to burn a part of the offering 
beyond its designated time, e.g., the next day, he renders the 
offering piggul. If one eats piggul, he is liable to receive karet. If 
one performs sacrificial rites with intent to burn this part of the 


One who slaughters a burnt offering - aia Dx uiw: If one 
performed sacrificial rites with intent to burn or consume the 
hide beyond its designated time or outside its designated area, 
the sacrifice is not disqualified, because the hide ought not be 
burned or consumed at all. The hide of the tail is considered part 


Perek III 
Daf56 Amuda 


HALAKHA 


offering outside the Temple courtyard, the offering is disqualified 
but does not become piggul, and one who eats it is not liable to 
receive karet. But if one intended to burn on the altar a part of the 
animal that is not burned, e.g., the hide of a burnt offering, the 
offering is not disqualified. The hide beneath the tail is burned 
on the altar, as it has the status of flesh. 


of the flesh and fit for consumption. Therefore, intent with regard 
to it disqualifies the offering, in accordance with the mishna on 
Zevahim 27b and the baraita here (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot 
Pesulei HaMukdashin 14:7). 


-inipad yin nwian ma iy wad 
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including the hide of the vulva, the halakha is the same: If one 
performs the sacrificial rites with intent to burn one of them 
outside its designated area, the offering is unfit, but there is 
no liability for karet for one who partakes of the offering. If he 
had intent to burn it beyond its designated time, this renders it 
piggul, and one is liable to receive karet for eating it. This baraita 
indicates that only Rabbi Shimon holds that the hide of the 
hooves is treated like its flesh, and that the Sages disagree, as 
Rabbi Yohanan stated. 


rom the publisher 
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NOTES 


A weasel struck the bird on its head — by aban anay 
AWK: This means that it bit the bird (Rashi), an interpreta- 
tion that is evident from the discussion in the Gemara. 


Fell into the fire and its innards were singed — mp) 
myn ya yan aid: Some early commentaries hold that 
this halakha applies only to birds, because the innards of 
mammals are better protected (Rambam). The Ramban 
writes that the halakha of singed innards applies even to 
mammals. The mishna mentions it specifically with regard 
to birds to teach that even a bird, which is easily injured, 
is kosher if its innards remain red. 


If they turned green [yerukim] they are unfit, but if 
they are red the bird is kosher - ox Dips Dp ON 
mews Darty: According to the Gemara, this applies to 
organs that are naturally red and turned green as a result 
of burns. With regard to organs that are naturally green, 
the halakha is reversed; if they turn red the animal is a 
tereifa. The Ba'al HaMaor explains that the mishna is refer- 
ring specifically to naturally red organs because they are 
more common (see Rashba). 

The early commentaries note that the term yerukim 
mentioned here corresponds to the color known today 
as green, not to yellow as is often the case in the Talmud 
(see 47b). 


Trampled the bird, etc. — 151919: This halakha parallels 
that of an animal that fell from a roof (see 42a and 51a—b). 
In both cases, the concern is for shattered limbs. 


And it is twitching - nop am: If the bird stands up, or 
makes an attempt to stand, one need not wait twenty- 
four hours. Nevertheless, it requires inspection after 
slaughter. If it walks, it requires no inspection. 


One inserts his hand into the mouth and inspects — 
pun ma iT D331: According to the Meiri, one must first 
widen the hole in the skull to expose the membrane. 

The Rif explains the method of inspection altogether 
differently. One does not insert his hand into the mouth 
of the bird; rather, he inserts his hand next to the hole in 
the skull and presses with his finger. If the membrane is 
perforated, the nerve tissue will emerge from the hole. 
Some understand the Rif to mean that one does this 
in conjunction with the insertion of the hand into the 
mouth, in order to counter the pressure on the brain from 
the other hand (Ma'adannei Yom Tov). 


BACKGROUND 

Gizzard — J371: As noted earlier, birds have no teeth, 
and the task of grinding food is undertaken by the giz- 
zard, or ventriculus. The gizzard is made of thick muscle 
and a rough inner layer. Some birds swallow stones that 
aid the process of grinding in the gizzard. The structure 
and thickness of the layers of the gizzard varies with the 
species’ diet. The thicker the membrane is, the more easily 
it can be peeled. 


kiii 


Digestive system of a chicken 
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d th ifot in a bird: O ith 
MISHNA“™ these are freona bird: One wit 


a perforated gullet," or with a cut wind- 


pipe" that was cut across its width; or if a weasel struck the bird 
on its head" in a place that renders it a tereifa, as one must be 
concerned that the membrane of the brain was perforated; or if 
the gizzard? was perforated;" or if the small intestines were 
perforated." In a case where a bird fell into the fire" and its 
innards were singed [nehmeru],"! if they turned green they are 
unfit, and the bird is a tereifa, but if they are red the bird is kosher." 


If a person trampled the bird," or slammed it against a wall, or 
if an animal crushed it and it is twitching," it is a tereifa because 
its limbs were shattered. But if the bird lasted for a twenty-four- 
hour period, and then one slaughtered it, it is kosher. 
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G E M ARA The mishna states: If a weasel struck the 


bird on its head in a place that renders it a 


tereifa, one must be concerned that the membrane of the brain was 
perforated. Rav and Shmuel and Levi say: How does one inspect 


the membrane? After slaughter, one inserts his hand into the 
mouth of the bird and pushes the nerve tissue with his finger and 
inspects" it. Ifthe nerve tissue emerges and rises out through the 
hole in the skull, the animal is a tereifa, because this proves that the 
membrane has been perforated, allowing the nerve tissue through. 
And if not, the animal is kosher. 


Perforated gullet - bw nap): If the gullet was perforated to 
any degree, and the perforation reached its recesses, the bird is 
a tereifa, in accordance with the mishna. If the perforation was 
in the area fit for slaughter, the bird is considered a carcass even 
before slaughter, in accordance with the mishna and Gemara 
earlier (32a—b, 43b). Such a bird retains its status as a carcass even 
when slaughtered (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Shehita 3:19; 
Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh Dea 33:3). 


Cut windpipe — NYS npa: If the windpipe was cut width- 
wise around the majority of its circumference, and the injury is 
ocated in the area fit for slaughter or above it toward the head, 
he bird is a carcass even before slaughter, in accordance with the 
mishna earlier (32a—b). If it was cut below the area fit for slaughter 
in any amount, the bird is a tereifa. If the windpipe was cracked 
engthwise, the bird is kosher, provided that any amount of the 
windpipe is intact above and below the crack, in accordance 
with the Gemara earlier (45a) with regard to tereifot in animals 
Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Shehita 3:19, 23; Shulhan Arukh, 
Yoreh De'a 34:1, 7). 


Gizzard was perforated — japvp9 3p%: The gizzard of a bird 
has two layers, a red muscular outer layer and a pale inner layer. 
f only one of them was perforated, or if they both were perfo- 
rated but in different locations, the bird is kosher. If both were 
perforated adjacent to one another, the bird is a tereifa no matter 
how small the perforations, in accordance with the Gemara’s 
explanation (43a) of the mishna earlier (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, 
Hilkhot Shehita 6:18; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 49:1). 


Small intestines were perforated — ppn 130): If the small 
intestines were perforated, the bird is a tereifa, in accordance with 
the mishna (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Shehita 6:13; Shulhan 
Arukh, Yoreh De'a 46:1). 


Fell into the fire - anh mbps: If a bird fell into the fire and its 
innards were singed so that their appearance was altered, e.g., 
they were red and turned green or vice versa, the bird is a tereifa, 
even if the smallest amount of the innards changed color. This 
applies even if the change did not reach the recesses of the 


Were singed [nehmeru] — am): The meaning of this word is 
clear from context, and there is a parallel as well in tractate San- 
hedrin (52a) in the context of execution by burning. Nevertheless, 
commentaries disagree as to its exact meaning. According to 
Rashi, it denotes the wrinkling caused in a material due to being 
burned, as in the verse: “My innards burn [hamarmeru]" (Lamen- 


HALAKHA 


LANGUAGE 


organ, since it will inevitably be perforated due to the burn, in 
accordance with the mishna (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot 
Shehita 7:20; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh Dea 52:1). 


Trampled the bird - 71977: If one trampled a bird with his feet or 
slammed it against a wall, or if an animal crushed it, or if it was 
struck by a hard object, or if a stone large enough to be mortally 
dangerous fell on it, and it remains lying down, one must be 
concerned that its limbs were shattered. The same applies with 
regard to an animal struck by an object that might shatter its 
limbs. Such a bird or animal requires inspection around the entire 
body cavity, from the tip of its head to its thigh. If one finds one 
of the signs of a tereifa enumerated by the Sages, or if one of the 
internal organs was shattered and its appearance changed, the 
animal or bird is a tereifa. Nowadays there is no received tradition 
for such an inspection, and one must deem the bird or animal a 
tereifa in any event (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Shehita 9:20; 
Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 58:2-3, 58:6 in the comment of Rema). 


Inserts his hand into the mouth and inspects — ma it Dn 
pTi: If a bird was bitten on the head by a weasel or if it struck 
its head on a tree or rock, one places his finger on the side o 
the hole in the skull and presses with it, or inserts his hand into 
its mouth and pushes against the brain from there. If the nerve 
tissue does not emerge from the hole, one can be certain tha 
the membrane of the brain was not perforated, and the anima 
is kosher. If the nerve tissue emerges from the hole, the bird is 
a tereifa, in accordance with the mishna, the statement of Rav, 
Shmuel, and Levi in the Gemara, and both interpretations o 
the Rif. Although the Gemara describes other procedures for 
inspection as well, the halakhic authorities permit this one alone, 
because it is acceptable according to the opinions of severa 
amoraʻim (Beit Yosef). Nowadays there is no received tradition for 
the inspection of tereifot, and one must deem the bird a tereifa i 
the skull was perforated in any amount (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, 
Hilkhot Shehita 10:7; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De'a 30:2 and in the 
comment of Rema). 


tations 2:11). Others understand that it denotes a red coloring, as 
the root „a>, hmr, does in Arabic. Rabbeinu Yona Ibn Janah notes 
a similar Arabic word that denotes heat. Some commentaries, 
including the Arukh, hold that the word here is actually nehmedu, 
and they interpret this as meaning heating or burning. 
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The Gemara asks: This works out well according to the one who 
says (45a) that an animal is not a tereifa unless the inner mem- 
brane is perforated" as well. But according to the one who says 
that the animal is rendered a tereifa if the outer membrane was 
perforated, even if the inner membrane was not perforated, 
how can one rely on this inspection? Let us be concerned that 
perhaps the outer membrane was perforated but the inner 
membrane was not perforated, in which case the animal is a tereifa 
even if the nerve tissue does not emerge through the hole. The 
Gemara responds: If it is the case that the outer membrane was 
perforated, the inner membrane will inevitably burst due to its 
fragility, allowing the nerve tissue to emerge. If it does not emerge, 
it is certain that the outer membrane is intact as well. 


Zeeiri’ says: There is no effective inspection for a bird bitten on 
the head by a weasel, because the weasel’s teeth are so thin that 
even if they perforate the membrane, the nerve tissue will not 
emerge through the perforations. The Gemara asks: And if its 
teeth are thin, what of it? Certainly a small amount will emerge 
through the perforation. Rav Oshaya said: There is no inspection 
because its teeth are fine and crooked. The hole in the skull does 
not overlap the perforation in the membrane, and nothing will be 
able to escape. 


The Gemara recounts: When Ze’eiri went up to Neharde’a,® he 
sent a message to the Sages: The matters that I stated before you 
are an error on my part. In fact, they said this in the name of 
Rabbi Shimon ben Lakish: One inspects a bird bitten on the 
head by a weasel with one’s hand, pressing against the nerve tissue 
to see if it emerges through the hole, but not with a nail. One may 
not inspect it by dragging the tip of a nail over the surface of the 
membrane to see if it catches on a perforation, since the nail itself 
may perforate the membrane. And Rabbi Yohanan says: One may 
even inspect it with a nail. 


The Gemara notes: And this disagreement is also reflected in the 
dispute of Rabbi Yehuda and Rabbi Nehemya, wherein one 
inspected the bird by hand, and one inspected it with a needle. 
The one who inspected it by hand said to the one who inspected 
it with a needle: Until when will you waste the money of the 
Jewish people by causing them to discard kosher meat? Some- 
times the needle itself will perforate a membrane that was initially 
whole. The one who inspected it with a needle said to the one 
who inspected it by hand: Until when will you feed carcasses to 
the Jewish people, as you permit for consumption a bird that 
might well be forbidden? 


The Gemara asks: Carcasses? But this is a slaughtered animal; 
even if it is forbidden, it is a tereifa, not a carcass. Rather, he must 
have said: Until when will you feed tereifot to the Jewish people; 
perhaps the membrane of the brain was perforated. Inspection 
by hand is not reliable, since the teeth of the weasel are thin and 
crooked and the nerve tissue may not escape even if the membrane 
is perforated. 


Ze’eiri — 19t: Ze'eiri was a second-generation amora in Eretz 
Yisrael, where he immigrated from Babylonia. He studied under 
Rabbi Hanina and transmitted many of his statements. He is 
often cited as disagreeing with other amora‘im of the first and 
second generations in Eretz Yisrael, such as Rabbi Yohanan and 


PERSONALITIES 


Babylonian amora’im, including Rav Hisda and Rav Huna, quote 
many of his statements as well. His statements were valued so 
highly that Rava said: Any matter not explained by Ze'eiri has 
not been explained. Some posit that there were two amora‘im 
named Zeéiri, one Babylonian and one from Eretz Yisrael. 


Hizkiyya, and he is mentioned often in the Jerusalem Talmud. 


HALAKHA 

Unless the inner membrane is perforated — 273107 TY 
AAA Kap: The brain is surrounded by two membranes. 
If the inner membrane was perforated, the animal is a 
tereifa. If only the outer membrane was perforated, the 
animal is kosher, in accordance with the Gemara on 45a as 
understood by the Rif. The Rema writes that some deem 
the animal a tereifa even if only the outer membrane is per- 
forated (Halakhot Gedolot; see Beur HaGra), and such is the 
custom except in cases of potential monetary loss. This is 
also the custom among Sephardic communities. Some rule 
stringently even in cases of potential monetary loss (Ram- 
bam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Shehita 6:3; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh 
De‘a 31:1 and Maharshal, Bah, and Kaf HaHayyim there). 


BACKGROUND 
Neharde’a - Kyyn: 


Location of Neharde'a 
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The Gemara notes: It may be concluded that it is Rabbi Yehuda 
who inspected it by hand, as it is taught in a baraita: Rabbi Shi- 
mon ben Elazar says in the name of Rabbi Yehuda that one may 
inspect a bird bitten on the head by a weasel with one’s hand, but 
not with a nail. The baraita continues: If the bone of the skull 
was broken, even if the membrane of the brain was not perfo- 
rated, the animal is a tereifa. The Gemara affirms: Indeed, it may 
be concluded that Rabbi Yehuda permits inspection only by hand. 


The Gemara objects: This itself is difficult. You said in the baraita: 
One may inspect a bird injured by a weasel with one’s hand, but 
not with a nail; apparently, it has an option of inspection. But 
you then teach: If the bone of the skull was broken, even if the 
membrane of the brain was not perforated, the animal is a 
tereifa; apparently it has no inspection, because inspecting for 
a perforation would be pointless. The Gemara responds: In the 
latter clause, we come to discuss a water bird," which cannot be 
inspected, since it has no membrane. The Gemara clarifies: Can it 
enter your mind that it has no membrane? One can see that it does. 
Rather, the response is: Since its membrane is fragile, it must have 
ruptured when the skull was broken. 


Similarly, the Gemara relates that Rav Nahman said to Rav Anan: 
The Master says that Shmuel inspects a bird bitten on the head by 
a weasel with his hand and deems it kosher if the membrane is 
not perforated, and our colleague Rav Huna also says that Rav 
inspects it by hand and deems it kosher. But doesn’t Levi teach: 
Those tereifot that the Sages enumerated in an animal apply like- 
wise in a bird," and in addition to those, a bird is a tereifa if the 
bone of the skull was broken, even if the membrane of the brain 
was not perforated? If so, how can a bird be permitted through 
inspection? Rav Anan said to him: That baraita is referring to a 
water bird, which cannot be inspected since it has no membrane. 
The Gemara clarifies: Can it enter your mind that it has no 
membrane? Rather, the response is: Since its membrane is fragile. 


Similarly, the Gemara relates: There was a certain hen that was in 

the house of Rav Hana whose skull was injured. He sent it before 

Rav Mattana, who inspected it and found that the bone of the skull 

was broken but the membrane of the brain was not perforated, 
and he deemed it kosher. Rav Hana said to Rav Mattana: But 
doesn’t Levi teach: Those tereifot that the Sages enumerated in 

an animal hold likewise in a bird, and in addition to those, a bird 

is a tereifa if the bone of the skull was broken, even if the mem- 
brane of the brain was not perforated? Rav Mattana said to him: 
That baraita is referring to a water bird, which cannot be inspected 

since it has no membrane. The Gemara clarifies: Can it enter your 
mind that it has no membrane? Rather, say that his response was: 
Since its membrane is fragile. 


The Gemara notes that Rav Sheizvi would inspect the membrane 
of the brain by the light of the sun. Rav Yeimar would inspect it 
by pouring water into the skull through the hole, to see if it emerges 
mixed with nerve tissue. Rav Aha bar Ya’akov would inspect it 


Water bird - 02 by qiy: Water birds, such as geese and ducks, 
whose skulls were injured are rendered tereifot, even if the skull 
was perforated in the smallest amount, because its membrane is 
fragile, in accordance with the conclusion of the Gemara (Ram- 
bam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Shehita 10:7; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh 


Dea 30:2). 


HALAKHA 
Those tereifot...apply likewise in a bird — iva 1335...ni9 1b: The 
seventy maladies that render a mammal a tereifa do so for a bird 
as well, if they appear in the same organ in the bird. Jereifot in the 
kidney, spleen, and lobes of the lungs are exceptions to this rule 
(Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Shehita 6:17; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh 
De'a 35:10, 43:6, 44:10, 32:7 in the comment of Rema, and see 55:7). 
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by dragging a wheat straw over the membrane to see if it would 
catch on a perforation. 


Rav Sheizvi said: Our geese are considered like water birds. If the 
skull of a goose is broken, even if the membrane is not perforated, 
it is a tereifa. 


§ The mishna states: In a case where a bird fell into the fire and its 
innards were singed, if they turned green the bird is a tereifa; if they 
are red the bird is kosher. Rabbi Yohanan says in the name of 
Rabbi Yosei ben Yehoshua: The measure of their turning green" 
is like the measure of their perforation. Just as their perforation 
in any amount renders them a tereifa, so too their turning green 
in any amount renders them a tereifa. 


Rav Yosef, son of Rabbi Yehoshua ben Levi, asked Rabbi 
Yehoshua ben Levi: Ifa liver turned green" on the side facing the 
intestines," what is the halakha? Rabbi Yehoshua ben Levi said to 
him: The bird is a tereifa. Rav Yosef said to him: But this halakha 
should be no more stringent than that of a case where the liver was 
removed and an olive-bulk remained (see 54a), in which case the 
bird is kosher. Therefore, as long as an olive-bulk remains red, the 
bird should be kosher. Rava said: Since the liver turned green 
facing the intestines, it is certain that the bird fell into the fire and 
the intestines themselves were singed," and this is why the animal 
is a tereifa, not because of the liver per se. 


The Gemara recounts: Rabbi Yehoshua ben Levi had a certain hen 
that fell into the fire. After it was slaughtered, he sent it before the 
distinguished Rabbi Elazar HaKappar and said to him: Its innards 
were green, and Rabbi Elazar HaKappar deemed it kosher. Rabbi 
Yehoshua ben Levi asked: But didn’t we learn in the mishna: If they 
turned green they are unfit? Rabbi Elazar HaKappar said to him: 
The Sages said that if they turned green they are unfit only with 
regard to the gizzard, the heart, and the liver, which are naturally 
red. Other innards of a hen, such as the intestines, are naturally 
green, and a green appearance in them does not render the hen a 
tereifa. The Gemara notes: This is also taught in a baraita: Concern- 
ing which innards did they say that a green appearance renders the 
bird a tereifa? Only concerning the gizzard, the heart, and the liver. 


NOTES 
the intestines change color after boiling, one must assume tha 


lows the interpretation of the majority of early commentaries, 
who understand this as referring to the thin section of the liver 
facing the intestines. The Rambam interprets it to mean that the 
liver's color changed to match that of the intestines (see Lehem 
Mishne). 


Intestines 


Position of the liver near the intestines 


It is certain that the bird fell into the fire and the intestines 
themselves were singed - DYA ya NATI NKY mba yea: 
Apparently, it was initially uncertain whether or not the bird had 
fallen into the fire. Since one sees that the liver has turned green, 
one must assume that it was due to a burn that affected the 
intestines as well. Nevertheless, if one is in possession of the 
intestines and sees that they have not turned green, the bird is 
kosher (see Rashba, citing Tosafot). The Rambam agrees that if 


the bird fell into the fire. Others write that if one is certain tha 
the animal did not fall into the fire, the animal is kosher even if its 
organs changed color (see Meiri). 

The Ramban disputes the claim that one must assume tha 
it fell in the fire in a case of uncertainty, since the innards can 
change color due to any number of factors that do not render 
he bird a tereifa, such as disease, and as a rule one does no 
presume the existence of a flaw without evidence. The Ramban 
prefers a textual variant that reads simply: It is certain that the 
innards themselves were singed, indicating that in this case it is 
nown that the bird fell into the fire, and the liver has changed 
color but the intestines have not. In that case one must assume 
hat the bird is a tereifa because the intestines can be burned 
without it being evident (Rashba). This disagreement is reflected 
in the Shulhan Arukh (Yoreh De‘a 52:6) and in the comment of 
he Rema there. 


Only with regard to the gizzard, the heart, and the liver - xx 
1220 aba Jap Tp: Nevertheless, the halakha is not the same 
with regard to all three. Since a perforation in the liver does not 
render a bird a tereifa, a bird is not prohibited for consumption 
unless the liver turns green in its entirety. By contrast, perforations 
in the gizzard and heart do render the bird a tereifa, and therefore 
a bird is prohibited for consumption if any amount of the gizzard 
or heart turns green. 


HALAKHA 
The measure of their turning green — (ppt nyw: 
If a bird fell into the fire, and its innards were singed 
and changed color from red to green or vice-versa in 
any amount, the bird is a tereifa, in accordance with the 
statement of Rabbi Yohanan. This ruling applies even if 
the change in color did not affect the recesses of the 
organ, as a burned organ will inevitably be perforated 
(Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Shehita 7:20; Shulhan 
Arukh, Yoreh Dea 52:1). 


Liver turned green — 133 47°17: If a bird fell into the 
fire and its liver turned green, it is not rendered a tereifa 
unless the color changed in the area facing the intes- 
tines, i.e., the thin area and inward, away from the ribs, 
in accordance with the statement of Rava. The bird is 
also a tereifa if the liver turned green in the area facing 
the gallbladder and its place of attachment, since the 
removal of these areas renders an animal a tereifa (see 
46a). The livers of some wild birds are naturally green, 
and their domesticated equivalents are not rendered 
tereifa if their livers are green (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, 
Hilkhot Shehita 7:21; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De'a 52:1, 4). 


Only with regard to the gizzard, the heart, and the 
liver - taza aba japypa XY: If a bird fell into the 
fire, and the color of the heart, gizzard, or liver changed 
from its natural red to green, or if the intestines changed 
from their natural green to red in any amount, the bird 
is a tereifa, in accordance with the ruling of the baraita 
(Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Shehita 7:20; Shulhan 
Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 52:1). 
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The Gemara recounts: Rabbi Yitzhak bar Yosef had a certain hen 
that fell into the fire. After it was slaughtered, he sent it before 
Rabbi Abbahu and said to him: Its innards were red, and Rabbi 
Elazar HaKappar deemed it a tereifa. Rabbi Yitzhak bar Yosef 
asked: But didn’t we learn in the mishna: If they are red, the bird 
is kosher? Rabbi Elazar HaKappar said to him: Red innards that 
turned green and green innards that turned red render the animal 
a tereifa. The Sages said in the mishna that red innards are kosher 
only with regard to the heart, the gizzard, and the liver, because 
these organs are naturally red. Organs that are naturally green, 
however, render the bird a tereifa if they have turned red. 


Rav Shmuel bar Hiyya says that Rabbi Mani says: If red organs 
turned green, and one boiled them" and they turned red again, 
they are kosher. What is the reason? This proves that they were 
not burned; rather, smoke entered them and changed their color 
temporarily. Rav Nahman bar Yitzhak said: We, too, will say: If 
red organs did not turn green, and one boiled them" and they 
then turned green, the animal is a tereifa. What is the reason? 
Their shame was revealed, i.e., it is evident that they were in fact 
burned. Rav Ashi said: Therefore, even if a bird’s innards remain 
red after it fell in a fire, a person may eat it only if it is boiled, to 
be certain that the innards will not turn green. The Gemara rejects 
this: But that is not so, since we do not presume the existence of 
a flaw" without evidence. 


§ The mishna states: If a person trampled the bird, or slammed it 
against a wall, or if an animal crushed it, and it lasted twenty-four 
hours, and then one slaughtered it, it is kosher. Rabbi Elazar ben 
Antigonus says in the name of Rabbi Elazar, son of Rabbi Yannai: 
Both this and that, i.e., all of the above cases, require inspection" 
after slaughter, to ascertain that there is no injury that would itself 
render the animal a tereifa. 


HALAKHA 


If red organs turned green and one boiled them - party 
ie yp tinw: A change in color of the innards of a bird renders 
it unfit for consumption only if the change persists after boil- 
ing. But if the change reverses after boiling, the bird is kosher, 
in accordance with the statement of Rav Shmuel bar Hiyya 
(Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Shehita 7:21; Shulhan Arukh, 
Yoreh Dea 52:2). 


If red organs did not turn green and one boiled them, etc. - 
nD ows sprint bw pant: Ifa bird fell into the fire and its 

organs did not change color, but after boiling they did change 

color, the bird is a tereifa, in accordance with the statement of 
Rav Nahman. One may eat them roasted and need not boil 

them ab initio to see if they change color, in accordance with 

the principle that one does not presume the existence of a flaw 

(Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Shehita 7:21; Shulhan Arukh, 
Yoreh De'a 52:3 and Shakh there). 


We do not presume the existence of a flaw — KIY punts 
ptr xb: The Sages rule stringently in cases of uncertainty 
with regard to tereifot only when there are concrete grounds 
for uncertainty as to whether the animal is permitted. A change 
of color when innards are boiled constitutes such grounds for 
uncertainty. But if there is no visible problem with the innards 
initially, one need not boil them on the suspicion that they may 


NOTES 


Both this and that require inspection — 79% it NNN) it NIN 
i?""1a: Ifa person trampled a bird or slammed it against the wall, 
or if an animal crushed it, or if it was struck by a hard object, it is 
prohibited to slaughter it until it survives for twenty-four hours 
or it stands up. If one slaughtered it during this period, the bird 
is a tereifa, even if it was inspected later and all its organs were 
found to be intact. If it stood up unassisted before twenty- 
four hours elapsed, it may be slaughtered and inspected, in 
accordance with the statement of Rav Yehuda, citing Rav (51b), 
and it is kosher if no injuries are found that would render it a 
tereifa. Nowadays there is no received tradition for performing 
this inspection, and the bird is a tereifa unless it is able to walk 
by itself (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Shehita 9:20; Shulhan 
Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 58:3, 4, 6, and in the comment of Rema). 


have been burned. This principle is articulated elsewhere in the 
Talmud using the formulation of: We do not presume a state of 
prohibition, and the concept has implications for the halakhot 
of prohibitions generally and those of tereifot specifically. If one 
slaughters an animal and has no grounds for concern that it is 
a tereifa, he does not need to inspect any organ other than the 
lungs, where tereifot occur commonly (see 9a). 
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lengthwise; or ifa weasel struck the bird on its head in a place that 
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Abos- nyin 


Crop — pat: The crop, or ingluvies, is a pouch-like widening of 
the gullet found in birds and some reptiles and invertebrates. 
The pouch can extend outward in one direction or both, as 
in doves. The crop is used for the storage of food, allowing 
the chicken to eat its daily ration in a short period and digest 
it later. 


Anatomy of a dove showing (1) the windpipe, (2) the gullet, and (3) the crop 


If the crop was perforated — pata ap: If a bird's crop was 
perforated, the bird remains permitted for consumption, in 
accordance with the mishna. If the roof of the crop was perfo- 
rated from one side to the other, the bird is a tereifa. The roof 
of the crop is the section that stretches with the gullet when 
the bird stretches its neck, in accordance with the statement 
of Rav (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Shehita 6:17; Shulhan 
Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 33:11). 


Removed — bon: If a bird's crop was removed, it is a tereifa, in 
accordance with the first tanna, because the Gemara does not 
rule with regard to this dispute. The geonim also support this 
ruling by citing the Gemara’s statement that a perforation in the 
roof of the crop renders the animal a tereifa; all the more so, they 
reason, if the crop is removed altogether (see Beit Yosef). This 
halakha applies even if enough of the crop remains to conduct 
the food from the gullet to the gizzard (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, 
Hilkhot Shehita 6:17; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 33:11). 


If the bird's intestines emerged — my2 2a Xx»: If the intestines 
of a bird emerged from the abdomen and returned by them- 
selves, the animal is kosher, in accordance with the mishna. If a 
person returned the intestines, jumbling them in the process, 
the bird is a tereifa even if they were not perforated, because he 
will inevitably position part of them wrongly and endanger the 
animal's life. The same is true when the bird's intestines were 
found jumbled, even if they did not emerge from the abdomen. 
Some deem the animal kosher provided that the intestines did 
not emerge (Ra’avya; Maharshal). If they emerged and a person 
returned them but it is certain they were not jumbled, the 


BACKGROUND 


HALAKHA 


broken," or if the feathers on its wings were plucked," the bird is 
kosher. Rabbi Yehuda says: If the down covering its body was 
removed, it is a tereifa and unfit for consumption. 


Its wings and its legs - TaN P: 


animal is kosher (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Shehita 6:15; 
Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De'a 46:2 and Shakh). 


If its wings were broken - ma anwa: If a bird's wings were 
cut or broken, even close to its body, it remains kosher, in accor- 
dance with the mishna. If the broken bone is sharp, one must 
be concerned that the lung may have been perforated and 
inspect it after slaughter. Some deem the bird prohibited for 
consumption whenever the wing was cut or broken within one 
thumb-breadth of the body, because the lung may have been 
torn, as the Gemara rules with regard to a removed wing (57a). 
Nowadays there is no received tradition for inspection, and one 
must deem the bird a tereifa rather than inspect it (Rambam 
Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Shehita 8:20; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 
53:2, and in the comment of Rema). 


If its legs were broken — ron yyanwa: If the legs of a bird or 
mammal were broken, it remains kosher. If the bone protrudes 
and its majority is not covered by flesh and hide, it is a tereifa 
(Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Shehita 8:12; Shulhan Arukh, 
Yoreh Dea 55:5). 


If the feathers on its wings were plucked — 7935 W3: If a 
bird's feathers were plucked, it remains kosher in accordance 
with the opinion of the Sages. The halakha cannot be in accor- 
dance with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda, because if it were, this 
halakha would be listed with the tereifot in the previous mishna 
(Ran). Some deem the bird a tereifa in accordance with the 
opinion of Rabbi Yehuda, and it is preferable to act stringently if 
all of the feathers, both large and small, were removed (Shulhan 
Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 59:2, and in the comment of Rema). 
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NOTES 


They ruled with regard to the womb to prohibit it - 
xoy? nawa win: According to Rashi, this under- 
standing of the ruling would be in accordance with the 
opinion of Rabbi Tarfon cited in the mishna in Bekhorot 
(28b) that he fed such an animal to dogs. Tosafot note 
hat the Gemara elsewhere (Sanhedrin 33a) considers 
Rabbi Tarfon to have erred in a matter that appears in 
e corpus of the Mishna, as the mishna on 54a explicitly 
states that an animal whose womb was removed is not 
deemed a tereifa, and that Rabbi Tarfon himself retracted 
his opinion. Tosafot therefore suggest that the correct 
ext of the Gemara should be: They ruled with regard 
o the womb to permit it, and in accordance with the 
opinion of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi with regard to the crop 
o permit it. 


A city with everything in it, etc. - 1317 abot KDY: 

Some point out that the first letters of the words: Kings 
melakhim), chiefs [sarim], priests [kohanim], and proph- 
ets [nevi'im], form the word mishkan, the Tabernacle. This 
ends further meaning to the verse: “The Sanctuary, O 
Lord, which Your hands have established” (Exodus 15:17), 
as referring to the Jewish people (Hatam Sofer). 
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P E M ARA The Sages taught in a baraita: There was 


an incident involving Rabbi Simai and 
Rabbi Tzadok, who went to intercalate the year’ in Lod, and they 
spent Shabbat in the town of Ono. And they ruled with regard to 
an animal whose womb was removed, in accordance with the 
opinion of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi in the mishna with regard to 
the crop. 


A dilemma was raised before the Sages: What is the meaning of 
the baraita? Is it referring to two different rulings, i.e., that they 
ruled with regard to the womb to prohibit it," and they also ruled 
in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi with 
regard to the crop to permit it? Or perhaps it is referring to only 
one ruling, and it means that they ruled with regard to the womb 
to permit it, in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda 
HaNasi with regard to the crop, but they do not hold in accor- 
dance with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi with regard to 
the crop itself. The Gemara concludes: The dilemma shall stand 
unresolved. 


Rabba says, and some say it was Rabbi Yehoshua ben Levi who 
says: The roof the crop is treated like the gullet, i.e., it renders the 
bird a tereifa if perforated in any amount. The Gemara asks: Where 
is the roof of the crop? Rav Beivai bar Abaye said: It is any part of 
the crop that stretches with the gullet. 


§ The mishna states: If the bird’s intestines emerged from the 
stomach wall but were not perforated, the bird is kosher. Rabbi 
Shmuel bar Rav Yitzhak says: The Sages taught this halakha only 
in a case where one did not jumble them, but returned them to 
the stomach in their proper order. But ifhe jumbled them, the bird 
is a tereifa, as it is written: “Has He not made you, and established 
you?” (Deuteronomy 32:6). The verse teaches that the Holy One, 
Blessed be He, created established locations for each organ in a 
person, so that if one of them is switched he cannot live. The same 
applies to other creatures. 


Itis taught in a baraita: Rabbi Meir would say that the verse: “Has 

He not made you, and established you?” teaches that the Jewish 

people is a city with everything in it." Out of it come its priests, 
out ofit come its prophets, out of it come its chiefs, out of it come 

its kings, as it is stated: “Out of them shall come forth the cor- 
nerstone, out of them the stake, out of them the battle bow, out of 
them every master together” (Zechariah 10:4). 


The Gemara recounts an incident involving a certain Roman who 
saw a certain man fall from the roof to the ground, and his stom- 
ach ruptured and his intestines emerged. The Roman brought 
the man’s son and slaughtered him before his father’s eyes 


BACKGROUND 


To intercalate the year - mw nav): The Jewish calendar, which 
follows a lunar cycle of twelve months of twenty-nine or thirty 
days each, is adjusted to the solar calendar because the Festivals 
must be held in their appropriate seasons. In particular, Passover 
must be at the time of the barley harvest and Sukkot must be at 
the time of the autumnal equinox. The solar year is slightly more 
than eleven days longer than the lunar year. To compensate for 
this difference, a thirteenth lunar month is occasionally added 
after the month of Adar, called Second Adar. 

During the period when the calendar was set every year by 
the Sanhedrin, the question of whether to add an extra month 
required a unique decision-making process. First, the matter was 
considered by three judges selected from the Sanhedrin. If they 


hought an additional month was necessary, two more judges 
were asked to join the deliberations. If that body also agreed, 
wo more judges were added, bringing the total to seven. These 
judges would make the final decision. Among the factors the 
judges would consider, in addition to the need for the Festivals 
o occur in their appropriate seasons, were the climatic condi- 
ions and whether the crops had ripened sufficiently. Since the 
ourth century CE the Jewish calendar has operated on a fixed 
astronomical system, using a nineteen-year cycle to correlate 
he lunar and solar calendars. Months are added in the third, 
sixth, eighth, eleventh, fourteenth, seventeenth, and nineteenth 
years of each cycle. 
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NOTES 
Deceptively — my mamta: Rashi explains that the 
Roman did not want to insert the man’s intestines 
himself out of fear that he might jumble them and 
cause the man to die. He therefore pretended to kill 
he man’s son in order to cause him to go limp, which 
would enable the intestines to return naturally to their 
proper position. 


Day man) maye OY NAM 
op Ish mem md 


deceptively," i.e., he only pretended to kill the son. The father 
fainted and went limp. By this movement, his intestines entered 
his stomach, and the Roman sewed up his stomach, and he 
recovered. 


§ The mishna states: If its legs were broken, the bird remains 
kosher. The Gemara relates that there was a certain basket of birds 
with broken legs that came before Rava. Rava inspected each bird 
at the convergence of sinews, and when he found that all its 
sinews were intact, he deemed it kosher. 


XI) PTA MATT MAPY some 


JPK Pat Na Dislocated femur — JY nyag: In other words, the 
emur, which is normally connected to the pelvis and 
appears like a pestle in a mortar, was dislodged from 
he pelvis. Rashi writes that this is the same case as was 
mentioned earlier in the chapter of a head of a femur 
hat was dislocated (54b), but there the Aramaic term, 
buka deatma, is used (see Responsa of the Rashba 1:294). 
Based on the conclusion of the Gemara there, one must 
infer that the Gemara here is referring to a case where 
he sinew connecting the bones had decomposed. 
Other commentaries interpret this case differently, as 
shown in the image. 


T Nowy 31 WX TT 37 WX 
SATAA T ea We rae 
now TIW- Aya Ty Mew TDW 
Tap NEW wT MDW - Aya mB 
TOK JD), PIDA vox Dew me 

PIPE pos 


Rav Yehuda says that Rav says: A dislocated foreleg in an animal’ 
is kosher. A dislocated femur in an animal renders it a tereifa. 
Adislocated femur in a bird renders it a tereifa. A dislocated wing 
in a bird" renders it a tereifa, because we must be concerned that 
perhaps the lung was perforated.® The lung is located near the 
wing's attachment to the body, and part of the lung may have been 
torn out with the wing. And Shmuel says: The lung should be 
inspected,’ and if no damage is found, the bird is kosher. And so 
says Rabbi Yohanan: It should be inspected. 


HALAKHA 


Rava inspected each bird at the convergence of sinews - 7772 applies only if the sinews connecting the femur to its rounded 


prag Nix Kay: If one of the sinews in the convergence of the 
sinews was removed or severed, the animal or bird is a tereifa, 
even if the bone is completely intact. If the bone was broken at 
the location of the convergence of the sinews and it protrudes, 
and skin and flesh do not cover its majority, one must inspect 
the convergence of the sinews. If all the sinews are intact, the 
animal or bird remains kosher, in accordance with the Gemara 
later (76a). Some deem it prohibited for consumption in any 
event (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Shehita 8:17; Shulhan Arukh, 
Yoreh Dea 55:1, 56:1). 


Dislocated foreleg in an animal - 7ngaa 1 Nvvaw: If the 
forelegs of an animal were dislocated at their roots, the animal 
remains kosher (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Shehita 10:4; 
Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De'a 53:1). 


Dislocated femur - J» Nvwaw: If the femur was dislocated from 
its connection to the body, the bird or animal is a tereifa, in accor- 
dance with the conclusion of the Gemara on the next amud. This 


Convergence of sinews — PPan Mai: The leg of a bird, like that of 
a mammal, has three parts. The lowest bone, the tarsometatarsus, 
is covered by scaly skin, and is homologous to the metatarsal 
bones of the lower legs of mammals. The main middle bone is 
called the tibiotarsus in birds, and tibia in mammals. This limb 
is referred to in the Talmud as the shok. The upper bone is the 
emur [kulit], and its corresponding limb is the yarekh, which 
parallels the thigh in humans. At the bottom of the tibiotarsus 
of a bird is a convergence of sixteen sinews and nerves, referred 
o in the Talmud simply as the convergence of the sinews. This 
is homologous to the Achilles tendon in humans. If even one of 
hese nerves or sinews is severed, the bird is a tereifa (see 76b). 


Perhaps the lung was perforated - WYT 72 Naw: The lungs 
of a bird, unlike those of a mammal, are attached to the ribs. 
The dislocation of a wing from the ribs may therefore damage 
the lung. 


BACKGROUND 


protrusion decomposed. Some hold that there is no received 
tradition for identifying and inspecting the relevant sinews, and 
all animals with a dislocated femur are therefore prohibited 
because the sinew may have decomposed (Rema). Some later 
commentaries rule leniently in cases of potential monetary loss 
if it is certain that the sinews did not decompose (Rambam Sefer 
Kedusha, Hilkhot Shehita 10:4; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh Dea 55:2, and 
see Darkhei Teshuva there). 


Dislocated wing in a bird - qiya 43 Mewaw: If one or both of 
a bird's wings were dislocated at their roots, one must be con- 
cerned that the lung may have been perforated. Therefore, one 

inflates the lungs and inspects them. If they are intact, the bird is 

kosher; if not, it is a tereifa, in accordance with the statements of 
Shmuel and Rabbi Yohanan. Nowadays there is no received tradi- 
tion for inspection, and the bird is a tereifa in any event (Rambam 

Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Shehita 10:4; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 53:3, 
and in the comment of Rema). 


Side of a bird’s lung, with grooves made by the ribs 


Dislocated femur according to 
(3) Ramban's understanding of Ra'avad 


(1) Ra‘avad, (2) Rashi and Rambam, and 


The lung should be inspected — p127: One inspects 
the lung by inflating it through the windpipe to see if 


air escapes (Rashi). 
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HALAKHA 


No halakha of falling — bay xb: If a bird fell into a 
fire, one need not be concerned that its lungs were 
damaged, because its ribs protect them, in accor- 
dance with the conclusion of the Gemara. This is 
the halakha even if the lung changed color (Shakh). 
Some rule stringently if the lung turned green as 
a leek, and one should not rule leniently except in 
cases of potential monetary loss (Shulhan Arukh, 
Yoreh De'a 52:1 and Peri Hadash there, and see Beer 
Heitev and Darkhei Teshuva there). 


NOTES 


No halakha of falling and no halakha of singeing - 
sory xboard xd: Some commentaries understand 
that even if the lung was known to be damaged 
or burned, the bird remains kosher. The Rashba 
disagrees, noting that the Gemara justifies its state- 
ment by saying that the ribs protect the lungs. Con- 
sequently, if the lungs are known to be damaged, the 
ribs clearly have not afforded sufficient protection. 
Rather, the Rashba explains that it means damage to 
the lungs is unlikely to occur due to falling or burn- 
ing because the ribs protect them. Therefore, if it is 
uncertain whether its lungs have been damaged or 
burned, one may presume that they are intact and 
one need not inspect them, as Rashi states. If the 
lungs are definitely damaged, the bird is a tereifa. 


Since a majority of its ribs protect the lungs — -gin 
aby niaya aniydy ain: The ribs of birds and mam- 
mals are broad and flat. In mammals, though, the ribs 
lie flat on the surface of the lung, while in birds the 
structure of the rib cage is such that each of the ribs 
stands perpendicular to the lungs'surface, creating a 
gap that cushions the lungs from blows (Sihat Hullin; 
see Shita Mekubbetzet). 


Dislocated femur in a bird is kosher — J» Noww 
mwa piya: The Ran writes that the halakha with 
regard to birds may be more lenient than that of 
mammals because birds put less pressure on their 
thighs, as their wings lend added support (see Hatam 
Sofer). By contrast, according to Sefer Halttur, the hal- 
akha should be more stringent with regard to birds, 
which have only two legs that must each support 
half its weight. 
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Hizkiyya, son of Rabbi Hiyya, says: A bird has no lungs. And 
Rabbi Yohanan says: A bird does have lungs, and they are like a 
rose petal in appearance, thin and red, between the wings. The 
Gemara asks: What does Hizkiyya mean when he says that a bird 
has no lungs? If we say that it has no lungs at all, that is problem- 
atic, as don’t we see that it does have lungs? Rather, say that he 
means that the bird is not rendered a tereifa by them if they are 
perforated. But this, too, is problematic, as doesn’t Levi teach: 
Those tereifot that the Sages enumerated in an animal hold like- 
wise in a bird, and in addition to those, a bird is a tereifa if the 
bone of the skull was broken, even if the membrane of the brain 
was not perforated? If so, a perforated lung in a bird, as in an 
animal, renders it a tereifa. 


Rather, say that Hizkiyya means that a bird’s lung has no halakha 
of falling" and no halakha of singeing." Ifa bird falls, one need not 
inspect the lungs for damage as he must other organs (see 51b), and 
if it falls in a fire, one need not inspect the lungs for a change in 
color as he must other organs (see 56b). What is the reason for 
this? Rav Hana said: Since a majority of the bird’s ribs protect 
the lungs," one need not be concerned that the lung was damaged. 


The Gemara asks: But from the fact that Rabbi Yohanan says 
in response: A bird does have lungs, and they are like a rose 
petal between the wings, by inference one must conclude that 
Hizkiyya maintains that it has no lungs at all. Rather, one must 
say as they say in the West, Eretz Yisrael, in the name of Rabbi 
Yosei, son of Rabbi Hanina: From the statement of the Distin- 
guished, i.e., Hizkiyya, it is apparent that he is unfamiliar 
with chickens. 


§ Rav Huna said that Rav said: A dislocated femur in a bird is 
kosher." Rabba bar Rav Huna said to Rav Huna: But the Rabbis 
that came from Pumbedita said that Rav Yehuda says in the 
name of Rav: A dislocated femur in a bird renders it a tereifa. 
Rav Huna said to him: My son, each river and its course, i.e., dif- 
ferent communities observe different customs. Although Rav him- 
self held that such a bird is kosher, he ruled for those living in 
Pumbedita that such a bird is a tereifa, in accordance with their 
own custom. 


The Gemara recounts: Rabbi Abba went and found Rav Yirmeya 
bar Abba inspecting birds at the convergence of sinews. Rabbi 
Abba said to him: Why must Master do all this? But doesn’t Rav 
Huna say that Rav says: A dislocated femur in a bird is kosher? 
Ifa bird is kosher even when the whole thigh has been removed, all 
the more so it should be kosher when only the convergence of 
sinews has been removed. Rav Yirmeya bar Abba said to him: I 
know the mishna (76a): With regard to an animal whose hind 
legs were severed, if they were severed from the leg joint and 
below, it is kosher; from the leg joint and above, it is a tereifa and 
unfit for consumption. And likewise an animal whose conver- 
gence of sinews was removed is a tereifa. And Rav said about this: 
And likewise with regard to a bird. 


Rabbi Abba responded: If so, this statement of Rav, that a bird 
whose convergence of sinews was removed is a tereifa, poses a dif- 
ficulty for that statement of Rav, that a bird with a dislocated femur 
is kosher. Rav Yirmeya bar Abba was silent and did not respond. 
Rabbi Abba said to him: Perhaps there is a difference for Rav 
between a dislocated femur and a severed femur, and while the 
former does not render a bird a tereifa, the latter does. Rav Yirmeya 
bar Abba said to him: And are you interpreting Rav’s halakhot 
based on your own reasoning? Rav said explicitly: A dislocated 
femur is kosher, while a severed femur renders the animal unfit 
for consumption. And do not be confounded by this distinction, 
as one cuts an animal from here, in one place, and it dies, but one 
cuts it from there, in another place, and it lives. 
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The Gemara recounts: When Rabbi Abba went up from Babylonia 
to Eretz Yisrael, he found Rabbi Zeira sitting and saying: Rav 
Huna said that Rav said that a dislocated femur in a bird renders 
it a tereifa. Rabbi Abba said to him: By Master’s life, since the day 
that Master came up to here, Eretz Yisrael, 


we had the opportunity to speak with Rav Huna, and we asked 
him about this matter, and he said to us: A dislocated femur in a 
bird is kosher. 


And I also found Rabbi Yirmeya bar Abba sitting and inspecting 
birds at the convergence of sinews. And I posed a difficulty to him: 
Doesn't Master maintain in accordance with this statement that 
Rav Huna says that Rav says: A dislocated femur in a bird is 
kosher? Rabbi Yirmeya bar Abba said to me: I know the mishna 
(76a): With regard to an animal whose hind legs were severed, if 
they were severed from the leg joint and below, it is kosher; from 
the leg joint and above, it is a tereifa and unfit for consumption. And 
likewise an animal whose convergence of sinews was removed is 
a tereifa. And Rav said about this: And likewise with regard to a 
bird. 


And I said to him: If so, this statement of Rav poses a difficulty for 
that statement of Rav. Rabbi Yirmeya bar Abba was silent. And I 
challenged him: But perhaps there is a difference for Rav between 
a dislocated femur and a severed one. And he said to me: And are 
you interpreting Rav’s halakha based on your own reasoning? Rav 
said explicitly: A dislocated femur is kosher, while a severed femur 
renders the animal unfit for consumption. 


Rabbi Abba then asked Rabbi Zeira: And as for you, what is in your 
hand? What have you heard with regard to this halakha? Rabbi Zeira 
said to him: This is what Rav Hiyya bar Ashi says that Rav says: A 
dislocated femur in a bird renders it a tereifa. And so said Rabbi 
Ya’akov bar Idi that Rabbi Yohanan said: A dislocated femur in a 
bird renders it a tereifa. 


And with regard to this, Rabbi Ya’akov bar Idi said: If Rabbi 
Yohanan had been in the place where the assembly ruled to permit 
sucha bird, he would not have stirred. In other words, he would not 
have contested their ruling, because they were the greatest Sages of 
the previous generation. As Rabbi Hanina says that Rabbi Yehuda 
HaNasi says: A dislocated femur in a bird is kosher. And Rabbi 
Hanina had a hen whose femur was dislocated, and he brought it 
before Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi, and Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi permitted 
it to him, and Rabbi Hanina salted the hen to preserve it. And he 
would teach the students the halakha with it, as he would show 
them the preserved body of the hen and say: Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi 
permitted this to me, Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi permitted this to me. 


The Gemara concludes: But the halakha is not in accordance 

with any of these statements. Rather, it is in accordance with that 

which Rabbi Yosei ben Nehorai asked Rabbi Yehoshua ben Levi: 
In what amount must a windpipe be punctured to render the ani- 
mal a tereifa? Rabbi Yehoshua ben Levi said to him: We learned a 

full mishna (54a): Until the perforation is the same size as the 

Italian issar. Rabbi Yosei ben Nehorai said to him: But wasn’t there 

a certain ewe in our neighborhood whose windpipe was punc- 
tured in a greater amount, and they made a seal for the windpipe 

out of the shell of a reed and it lived? 
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NOTES 
Bronzers’ apron — DYDD by mon: The apron 
and bronze residue kept the hen warm. 
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Rabbi Yehoshua ben Levi said to him: And do you rely on this 
incident as evidence? Butisn’t it a widespread halakha among the 
Jewish people that a dislocated femur in a bird renders it a tereifa? 
And still, Rabbi Shimon ben Halafta had a hen whose femur 
was dislocated, and they made it a support out of the tube of a 
reed and it lived. Rather, what have you to say about this case? It 
must have occurred within twelve months of the dislocation, and 
afterward the hen died, since no tereifa can live more than twelve 
months. Here, too, in the case of the punctured windpipe, the 
episode occurred within twelve months of the injury and the ewe 
later died. 


§ They said about Rabbi Shimon ben Halafta that he was a 

researcher of various matters, and he would act to counter the 

opinion of Rabbi Yehuda, as Rabbi Yehuda would say: If the 

down covering a bird’s body was removed, it is a tereifa and unfit 

for consumption, as stated in the mishna. And Rabbi Shimon ben 

Halafta had a hen whose down was removed, and he placed it in 

an oven, a warm place, and he covered it with a bronzers’ [tar- 
siyyim]' apron," and its new, i.e., rehabilitated, wings grew even 

more feathers than the original wings. 


The Gemara asks: But how does this counter Rabbi Yehuda’s opin- 
ion? Perhaps Rabbi Yehuda holds that a tereifa can live and that 
its health can even improve beyond its previous state. The Gemara 
responds: Even if this is so, would Rabbi Yehuda say so with regard 
to the very thing with which it was rendered a tereifa, as is the 
case here, where it grew new wings with more feathers than the 
original wings? 


The Gemara asks: From what episode did Rabbi Shimon ben 
Halafta earn the title: Researcher of matters? Rav Mesharshiyya 
said: He saw that it is written: “Go to the ant, you sluggard; 
consider her ways, and be wise; which having no chief, overseer, 
or ruler, provides her bread in the summer” (Proverbs 6:6-8). 
Rabbi Shimon ben Halafta said: I will go and see if it is correct 
that they have no king. 


He went in the season of Tammuz, i.e., summer. Knowing that ants 

avoid intense heat, he spread his cloak over an ant hole to provide 

shade. One of the ants came out and saw the shade. Rabbi Shimon 

placed a distinguishing mark on the ant. It went into the hole 

and said to the other ants: Shade has fallen. They all came out to 

work. Rabbi Shimon lifted up his cloak, and the sun fell on them. 
They all fell upon the first ant and killed it. He said: One may learn 

from their actions that they have no king; as, if they had a king, 
would they not need the king’s edict [harmana]' to execute their 
fellow ant? 


Rav Aha, son of Rava, said to Rav Ashi: But perhaps the king was 
with them at the time and gave them permission. Or perhaps they 
already possessed the king’s edict giving them license to kill the 
ant. Or perhaps it was an interregnum between kings, as it is writ- 
ten: “In those days there was no king in Israel; every man did 
that which was right in his own eyes” (Judges 17:6). Rather, rely 
on the credibility of Solomon, the author of Proverbs, that ants 
have no king. 


Bronzers [tarsiyyim] — Ob 1p: This word apparently derives from the 
name of the city Tarsus in Asia Minor. The city predates the Assyrian 
Empire, and it eventually became an important Hellenistic center, 


LANGUAGE 


Edict [harmana] - «3277: This word is related to the Middle Persian 
term framan, meaning command, though superficially it is more 
similar to the Parthian form of the word, hraméan. 


famous for its crafts. It is possible that many types of advanced 
craftsmanship were named after this city, as is found often in the 


Talmud (see Tosafot). 
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§ Rav Huna says: The sign of a tereifa is twelve months." If it 
is uncertain whether an animal is a tereifa, one may wait twelve 
months; if the animal survives, it is kosher. The Gemara raises 
an objection from a baraita: The sign of a tereifa is any animal 
that cannot give birth." Rabban Shimon ben Gamliel says: If its 
health improves continuously, it is certainly kosher; ifits health 
deteriorates continuously, it is certainly a tereifa. Rabbi Yehuda 
HaNasi says: The sign of a tereifa is any animal that does not sur- 
vive thirty days. The Sages said to him: But don’t many animals 
that are certainly tereifot survive two or three years?’ None of the 
opinions cited in the baraita accord with Rav Huna’s statement. 


The Gemara responds: The matter is a dispute between tanna’im, 
as it is taught in a baraita: And in a skull that contains one long 
hole, or even if it has many holes, the areas of the holes join 
together to constitute the size of a drill hole, and they render the 
animal a tereifa. Rabbi Yosei ben HaMeshullam said: There was 
an incident in a place called Inbul involving one whose skull was 
missing a piece, and they made for him a patch out of the shell of 
a gourd,’ and he survived. Therefore, an animal with a missing 
piece of skull cannot be a tereifa. Rabbi Shimon ben Elazar said 
to him: Can you bring proof from there? It was summer then, and 
once winter came upon him he died immediately. Rabbi Shimon 
ben Elazar holds that an animal is a tereifa if it does not survive 
through summer and winter, i.e, one year. Rav Huna’s statement 
accords with this opinion. 


Rav Aha bar Ya’akov says: The halakha is that a tereifa can give 
birth and its health can even improve. If the animal appears 
to recover or gives birth, this does not prove it is not a tereifa. 
Ameimar says: With regard to these eggs of a tereifa bird, 


NOTES 


The sign of a tereifa is twelve months - Wy nw may yD 
wn: The early commentaries note that this refers only to a case 
where it is uncertain whether an animal is a tereifa, but if it is 
known that the animal has an injury that renders it a tereifa, e.g., 
those listed in the mishna, it is prohibited for consumption even if 
it survives twelve months. Conversely, if it has an injury concern- 
ing which the halakha is explicit that the animal is kosher, then 
the animal is kosher even if it is known that it will not survive. 
According to Rashi, the measure of twelve months stems from 
the necessity of the animal surviving both summer and winter 
weather, since certain tereifot are vulnerable to the heat or cold. 


Any animal that cannot give birth — nbi TYKY dp: Not every 
animal incapable of giving birth is a tereifa. Rather, in a case of 
uncertainty as to whether an animal is a tereifa, its ability to 
give birth is a sign that it is kosher (Tosafot). Early commentaries 


The sign of a tereifa is twelve months - wy ow may yD 
wn: If an uncertainty arises as to whether an animal or bird is a 
tereifa, it is kosher if it survives twelve months. Such cases include: 
If an animal fell and cannot walk, if it was savaged by a predator 
and it is unknown whether the flesh around the intestines red- 
dened, if an unknown amount of its skull was crushed, or in any 
case where one must inspect the animal, as nowadays there is 
no received tradition for inspection. If there is uncertainty as to 
whether a female animal is a tereifa, it is kosher if it becomes 
pregnant and gives birth, in accordance with the conclusion of 


HALAKHA 


disagree as to whether the act of giving birth itself eliminates the 
uncertainty altogether, even if the animal was already pregnant 
at the time of the injury, or whether it must be able to become 
pregnant subsequent to the injury as well (see Meiri). Com- 
mentaries also discuss whether becoming pregnant alone is 
sufficient evidence that the animal is not a tereifa. According 
to the Maharshal, pregnancy alone is also not in and of itself 
evidence that the animal is kosher, since its injury may not allow 
it to come to full term. 


Many survive two or three years — vow DAY ninpa nay 
mW: According to this opinion, an animal may be a tereifa even 
if it can survive for many years despite its ill health but will even- 
tually die due to the wound (Rashi). It may also die from other 
diseases, because the wound weakens it and makes it more 
vulnerable to complications (Ketav Sofer). 


the Gemara on the next amud. These rulings also apply in any 
case where there is a dispute among halakhic authorities as to 
whether a given animal is considered a tereifa (Peri Hadash). Nev- 
ertheless, it is customary not to allow an animal to wait twelve 
months, lest one come to slaughter it prematurely. Rather, the 
animal is killed and discarded immediately. In any case where 
an animal is certainly a tereifa, it is prohibited for consumption 
even if it survives twelve months (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hil- 
khot Shehita 11:1; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De'a 57:18, 86:9, and in the 
comment of Rema). 


Shell of a 
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fashioning 


shield the 


BACKGROUND 


gourd [keruya] - 772 bw mmn: The transla- 


follows the opinion of Rashi, who understands 
he word keruya as related to the Aramaic kara, meaning 


re are several instances in the Talmud of people 
vessels out of gourds. In this case, it seems that 


a piece of gourd was placed over the hole in the skull to 


brain. The geonim and the Rambam interpret 


his phrase as denoting a small man-made vessel affixed 


o the sku 


lin order to stabilize and tighten it. 
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Perek III 
Daf58 Amuda 


BACKGROUND 

Clutch - xdopw: A hen possesses a cluster-like ovary 
that produces the yolks, or ova, of its eggs. The yolk 
takes approximately twenty-six hours to mature, and 
about once every twenty-six hours one of the yolks 
disconnects from the ovary and passes through a 
tube to the oviduct. On its passage through the 
oviduct, the hen secretes a coat of albumen, thin 
membranes, and a hard shell. 


Reproductive system of a chicken 


Heated by the earth — xy x399: Female birds 
produce eggs whether or not they are fertilized by 
males. Fertilization, which occurs early in the egg's 
development, causes a chick to develop inside 
the egg, and the egg sustains the embryo until it 
hatches. 


LANGUAGE 
Clutch [shihala] — xbrpw: According to Rashi and 
the Arukh, this word literally means pregnancy or 
development of eggs within the hen's body. Others 
understand it as denoting a cluster, like the ovary of a 
bird. In modern Hebrew, the word shahala has come 
to mean an ovary. 


HALAKHA 


The egg of a tereifa — n9w Nya: The egg of a tereifa 
is prohibited for consumption, even if it was fully 
developed when the bird was rendered a tereifa, 
because it completed its development in a prohibited 
state. This ruling is in accordance with the mishna in 
tractate Eduyyot and the Gemara here (Beit Yosef). | 
applies even if the hen laid the egg immediately, such 
that it was certainly not connected to the mother a 
the time it was rendered a tereifa, due to a rabbinic 
decree lest one come to consume eggs that were 
rendered tereifa at an earlier stage of developmen 
(Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Ma‘akhalot Assurot 
3:10; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 86:3 and Shakh there). 


Offspring of a tereifa - 710 thy: Ifa pregnant anima 
was rendered a tereifa, the offspring i is permitted for 
sacrifice on the altar or consumption by an ordinary 
person, in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi 
Yehoshua that a fetus is not considered like the thigh 
of its mother with regard to tereifot (Rambam Sefer 


Avoda, Hilkhot Issurei Mizbe‘ah 3:12; Shulhan Arukh, 


Yoreh De'a 79:3). 
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the first clutch [shihala]* of eggs that were in its body at the time 
it was rendered a tereifa is prohibited’ for consumption, because 
these eggs are considered part of the bird and were therefore ren- 
dered tereifa along with it. But as for any egg fertilized from this 
point forward, it is a case where both this and that cause it, i.e., a 
tereifa female and a kosher male, and as a rule, when permitted and 
prohibited causes operate together, the joint result is permitted. 


Rav Ashi raised an objection to Ameimar from a mishna (Eduyyot 
5:1): And all agree" with regard to the egg of a tereifa" bird that it 
is prohibited for consumption, because it grew in a state of prohi- 
bition. Evidently, even eggs created after the bird was rendered a 
tereifa are prohibited. Ameimar said to him: There, the mishna is 
dealing with a bird that is heated by the earth,’ i.e., that was not 
fertilized by a male, and the female tereifa is therefore the sole source 
of the egg. 


The Gemara objects: And let Ameimar answer differently, that the 
mishna is dealing with the first clutch of eggs, which were part of 
the mother’s body when it became a tereifa. The Gemara responds: 
If this was so, why does the mishna state: Because it grew in a state 
of prohibition? The mishna should have stated: Because it was 
finished in a state of prohibition. 


The Gemara objects: But if the offspring in the womb of an animal 
becomes a tereifa along with it, then that which we learned" in a 
baraita is difficult: With regard to the offspring ofa tereifa," Rabbi 
Eliezer says that it shall not be sacrificed on the altar, and Rabbi 
Yehoshua says that it may be sacrificed. With regard to what case 
do they disagree? It must be with regard to a case where the mother 
animal was rendered a tereifa and afterward became pregnant 
from a kosher male, and Rabbi Eliezer holds: In a case where this 
and that cause it, it is prohibited, and Rabbi Yehoshua holds: In 
a case where this and that cause it, it is permitted. But if so, rather 
than disputing whether it is permitted to sacrifice such offspring 
to the Most High, let them disagree concerning the more basic 
issue of whether the offspring is permitted to an ordinary person 
for consumption. 


NOTES 
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The first clutch is prohibited — KYON Xap xr: These are the 
eggs that existed in the bird's oviduct at the time it was rendered 
a tereifa. All such eggs are laid within twenty-one days of the injury 
(Ran, citing Bekhorot 8a). Because these eggs are part of the bird's 
body, they are prohibited along with it, in accordance with the 
principle: A fetus is considered like the thigh of the mother. 


And all agree, etc. — 131)": According to most early commentar- 
ies, this is a quote from a mishna in tractate Fduyyot (5:1), which 
discusses an egg found in the carcass of a hen. There, Beit Sham- 
mai permits one to sell the egg, because it cannot have grown in 
the hen after its death, but Beit Hillel prohibits it by rabbinic law 
lest one come to sell the egg of a tereifa. The mishna concludes 
that Beit Shammai and Beit Hillel agree that the egg of a tereifa is 
prohibited, because it grew in a state of prohibition. According to 
Rashi, the statement here is not a quote from that mishna but from 


a baraita referring to the disagreement between Rabbi Eliezer and 
Rabbi Yehoshua cited further on with regard to the offspring of a 
tereifa animal. It teaches that although Rabbi Yehoshua deems the 
offspring kosher, he concedes that the egg of a tereifa bird is pro- 
hibited. Although this mishna or baraita is cited later in response 
to Rabbi Eliezer and Rabbi Yehoshua's disagreement, it still can be 
understood either way (see Ramban and Rashba). 


That which we learned, etc. — 1313071 87: In other words, if one 
assumes that a fetus is considered like the “thigh of its mother and 
becomes a tereifa along with it, then Rabbi Yehoshua and Rabbi 
Eliezer must disagree with regard to an animal impregnated only 
after it became a tereifa. Only then might one deem the fetus 
permitted, because it is the product of both prohibited and per- 
mitted causes. 
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The Gemara responds: The dispute addresses the question of 
whether it is permitted to sacrifice the animal as an offering in 
order to convey to you the far-reaching nature of the lenient 
opinion of Rabbi Yehoshua, that such an animal is permitted 
even as an offering to the Most High. 


The Gemara challenges: But let them disagree concerning 
whether the animal is permitted to an ordinary person in order 
to convey to you the far-reaching nature of the stringent opin- 
ion of Rabbi Fliezer, that such an animal is prohibited even 

to an ordinary person. The Gemara responds: It is preferable 

for the tanna to emphasize the power of leniency." 


The Gemara concludes: Since Rabbi Eliezer and Rabbi 
Yehoshua disagree with regard to an offspring brought about 
by two causes, it follows that when the mishna states: And they 
concede with regard to the egg of a tereifa bird that it is pro- 
hibited for consumption, this is referring to a bird that is 
heated by the earth and was not fertilized by a male, so that 
there is only one cause, the tereifa mother bird. 


The Gemara notes: Rav Aha holds in accordance with the 
opinion of Rav Aha bar Yaakov, who said at the end of the 
previous amud that a tereifa animal can be capable of giving 
birth, and similarly a tereifa bird can be capable of laying eggs 
as well, and he therefore teaches the statement of Ameimar as 
we have said, that any egg fertilized after the bird became a 
tereifa is permitted. 


But Ravina does not hold in accordance with the opinion of 
Rav Aha bar Yaakov. Rather, he holds that a tereifa cannot 
produce eggs or give birth. And he therefore teaches the state- 
ment of Ameimar in this formulation: Ameimar said that 
with regard to these eggs of a bird concerning which it is 
uncertain whether it is a tereifa," the halakha is as follows: We 
leave aside the first clutch of eggs. If the bird produces eggs 
again, the first eggs are permitted for consumption, because 
the bird is certainly not a tereifa. And if not, they are prohib- 
ited, because they were considered part of the bird when it was 
rendered a tereifa. 


Rav Ashi raised an objection to Ameimar from a mishna 
(Eduyyot 5:1): And they concede with regard to the egg of a 
tereifa bird that it is prohibited for consumption, because it 
grew in a state of prohibition. Evidently, a tereifa bird can 
produce eggs. Ameimar said to him: The mishna there deals 
with the first clutch of eggs, which existed before the bird 
became a tereifa. Rav Ashi asks: If so, why does the mishna 
state: Because it grew in a state of prohibition? The mishna 
should have stated: Because it was finished in a state of prohi- 
bition. Ameimar responded: Teach an emended version of the 
mishna: Because it was finished in a state of prohibition. 


Rav Ashi asks: But if a tereifa cannot become pregnant, that 
which we learned in a baraita is difficult: With regard to the 
offspring of a tereifa, Rabbi Eliezer says that it shall not 
be sacrificed on the altar, and Rabbi Yehoshua says that it 
may be sacrificed. With regard to what case do they disagree? 
It must be with regard to a case where the mother animal 
became pregnant and only afterward was rendered a tereifa. 
Rabbi Eliezer holds that a fetus is considered like the thigh 
of its mother and is rendered a tereifa as part of its body, and 
Rabbi Yehoshua holds that a fetus is not considered like the 
thigh of its mother." The Gemara objects: But if so, rather 
than disputing whether it is permitted to sacrifice such off- 
spring to the Most High, let them dispute the more basic issue 
of whether the offspring is permitted to an ordinary person 
for consumption. 


NOTES 


It is preferable for the tanna to emphasize the power 
of leniency — mb qay wat ria: According to Rashi 
(Beitza 2b; see Tosafot there), this is because justifying a 
lenient ruling requires greater erudition, as anyone can 
rule stringently due to uncertainty. It is therefore more 
important to publicize the lenient reasoning. According 
to the Tzlah, the reason is that it is more beneficial to 
be aware of the lenient opinion, as ruling leniently is 
consequently a legitimate option; without it, one would 
have ruled stringently due to uncertainty in any case. 


A fetus is not considered like the thigh of its mother - 
IT jax TY wh sary: In light of the conclusion of the 
Gemara later, Rabbi Eliezer and Rabbi Yehoshua disagree 
with regard to this principle. In general, the halakha is 
in accordance with Rabbi Yehoshua, who holds here 
that a fetus is not considered like the thigh of its mother. 
Nevertheless, early commentaries note several instances 
where the Talmud appears to assume the opposite. For 
example, if a pregnant cow causes damage, the court 
may compel restitution up to the value of the cow and 
the offspring combined (see Bava Kamma 47a). Some 
commentaries suggest that a fetus is not considered like 
the thigh of the mother only with regard to tereifot. Since 
an animal is a tereifa only because it cannot survive, and 
the offspring is independently healthy, it is not rendered 
a tereifa along with the mother (Rashba; Ran). 


HALAKHA 

These eggs of an uncertain tereifa — pad? W2 127 
TW: A tereifa is incapable of reproducing. Therefore, 
if it is uncertain whether a hen is a tereifa, one must 
abstain from eating the first clutch of eggs until at least 
twenty-one full days have passed since its injury. If the 
hen then produces more eggs, the hen and all its eggs 
are permitted for consumption, in accordance with the 
statements of Ameimar and Ravina and the conclusion 
of the Gemara. Even if the hen never produced any eggs 
in the past, if it began to produce eggs after twenty-one 
days have passed since its injury it is kosher (Rambam 
Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Ma‘akhalot Assurot 3:1; Shulhan 
Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 57:18). 
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BACKGROUND 
Serpent melon [kishut] - nw»: There are a number of 
opinions as to the identification of the kishut. According to 
most contemporary researchers it is the Armenian cucumber, 
also known as the serpent melon, Cucumis melo var. flexuosus. 
Its sweet taste lasts for only a limited period of time, and as it 
ripens it turns bitter or sour. 


Armenian cucumber 


LANGUAGE 


While attached to the ground [be‘ibbeha] - ma»: This 
word is Hebrew and is found in the Bible: “While itis yet in its 
greenness [be'ibbo], and not cut down” (Job 8:12), and: "I went 
down into the garden of nuts, to look at the green plants of 
[be'ibbei] the valley” (Song of Songs 6:11). The word is also 
found in the Josefta (Okatzin 2:11), and it exists in Aramaic 
and Syriac as well, denoting fruit. According to the tradition 
of the Yemenite Jews, the word here should be vocalized as 
Aramaic: Be‘ibbeih. 


324 


HULLIN ` PEREK III: §8A M) 473 pip 


wordy win art ins Tiny 
noby "yt ints sprint yin 
PENY 


- PND MDD YI eT OTN 
TDA- MOYEN NOP Moma 
wI 


ern ey DID D- ata enzo 
ty apyy bp - napa 


ia pew ma bp ant 31 ay 
IN Wy Dw OPN iy - OXY 
KAT ATI AD pow 633.37 9K 
yoonw muy Deny VOT NI 

TRON PIA 


The Gemara responds: The mishna discusses the question of 
whether it is permitted to sacrifice the animal as an offering in 
order to convey to you the far-reaching nature of the lenient 
opinion of Rabbi Yehoshua that such an animal is permitted even 
as an offering to the Most High. The Gemara suggests: But let 
them dispute whether the animal is permitted to an ordinary 
person, in order to convey to you the far-reaching nature of the 
stringent opinion of Rabbi Eliezer that such an animal is prohib- 
ited even to an ordinary person. The Gemara responds: It is 
preferable for the tanna to emphasize the power of leniency. 


The Gemara concludes: According to this explanation, when the 
mishna states: And they certainly concede with regard to the 
egg of a tereifa bird that it is prohibited for consumption, it is 
dealing with the first clutch of eggs in the bird’s oviduct at the 
time it becomes a tereifa. Even Rabbi Yehoshua, who holds that 
the fetus of an animal is not considered like the thigh of its mother, 
concedes that a bird’s egg is rendered a tereifa along with it. What 
is the reason for this?’ Rabbi Yehoshua holds that an egg is a true 
part of its body. 


The Gemara rules: And with regard to an animal concerning 
which it is uncertain whether it is a tereifa, the halakha is: In the 
case ofa male, it is prohibited for an entire twelve-month period. 
After that point, the animal is certainly kosher. In the case of a 
female, any animal that does not give birth is prohibited. Once 
it has, it is certainly kosher. 


§ Rav Huna says: Any creature that has no bones cannot 
last twelve months. Rav Pappa said: One may learn from 
Rav Huna’s statement about that which Shmuel says: If a ser- 
pent melon’ became infested by worms while attached to the 
ground [be’ibbeha],'" the worm is prohibited" for consumption, 
in accordance with the verse: “And every swarming thing that 
swarms upon the earth is a detestable thing; it shall not be eaten” 
(Leviticus 11:41). 


NOTES 


What is the reason for this - Kayu »x12: The majority of early 
commentaries possessed a different version of the text: What is 
the reason for this? Since it is bound up in its body, it is consid- 
ered part of its body. In other words, although a fetus is gener- 
ally not considered the thigh of its mother, an egg is connected 
to the mother’s body by sinews, and it is therefore considered 
part of the body (Rashi). According to this reasoning, an egg 
that fully matured and was no longer connected to the mother 
would be kosher (Ra’ah). Other early commentaries hold that 
such an egg is forbidden as well, because the disagreement 
between Beit Shammai and Beit Hillel in the mishna refers to a 
fully mature egg that can be sold at market (Rashba). In fact, a 
range of opinions exist in the Talmud and the early commentar- 
ies concerning the extent to which the egg is considered part 


If a serpent melon became infested by worms while 
attached to the ground - pPI whnaw mw: Worms that 
grow in fruit while it is attached to the ground are included in 
the prohibition: “And every swarming thing that swarms upon 
the earth...shall not be eaten.” One is liable to receive lashes 
for consuming them even if they never left the fruit; because 
the fruit is attached to the ground, the worms are considered 
to have swarmed on the earth, in accordance with the opinion 


HALAKHA 


of the mother bird, at which stages of development, and with 
regard to which areas of halakha (see Tosafot and Ramban). 


If a serpent melon became infested by worms while 
attached to the ground, the worm is prohibited - mvp 
TPON MIKA whnaw: Because the worms live in the melon, 
and the melon is attached to the ground, the worms are con- 
sidered “a swarming thing upon the earth,’ and they are pro- 
hibited (Rashi). Some infer that Shmuel prohibits only worms 
that swarm, i.e., move, in the fruit while still attached to the 
ground (Josafot). By contrast, the Ramban holds that even 
stationary worms in fruit are included in the prohibition, as 
worms that spawn in the ground itself are prohibited even if 
they have not moved. 


of Shmuel. According to the Shulhan Arukh, the worms must be 
motile to be prohibited, because the biblical prohibition applies 
only to swarming things, in accordance with the interpretation 
of Rashi and Tosafot. Others deem all worms prohibited, even 
if they are stationary, in accordance with the Ramban and the 
Rashba (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Ma‘akhalot Assurot 2:15; 
Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 84:6, and see Shakh and Gra there). 
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These dates stored in ajar" are permitted after remaining there for 
twelve months of the year." Since worms have no bones, they can- 
not last twelve months. Consequently, any worms found in the dates 
must have hatched after they were picked and are therefore 
permitted. 


Rav says: There is no one-day-old mosquito, since all mosquitoes 
die before they have lived a day. And there is no one-year-old fly.’ 


Rav Pappa said to Abaye: But isn’t there the adage that people say 
that the female mosquito revolted against the male mosquito 
seven years, since she said to him: I saw a townsman swimming 
in the water, and he came out and wrapped himself in sheets, and 
you sat on him and sucked blood from him, and you did not 
inform me? Apparently, some boneless creatures can survive at least 
seven years. Abaye said to him: And according to your reasoning, 
what about that adage that people say: Six thousand iron dinars’ 
hang in a mosquito’s mallet, i.e., its bite is powerful? Is there really 
such a thing? How much does the mosquito itself weigh? Rather, 
the saying must be referring to hundreds of their own dinars, i.e., 
the mosquitoes’ coins. Here, too, the adage is referring to their own 
years, not human years. 


§ We learned in a mishna elsewhere (Bekhorot 40a): With regard 
to an animal with five legs," or one that has only three, this is a 
blemish, and the animal may not be brought as an offering. Rav 
Huna said: They taught this halakha only" in a case where the 
animal was missing or had an additional foreleg. But if it was 
missing or had an additional hind leg, it is also a tereifa. What is 
the reason? It is that any extra limb is considered like a removed 
limb." An animal whose foreleg was removed is kosher, but if its hind 
leg was removed it is a tereifa; the same applies ifit had an extra leg. 


The Gemara recounts the case of a certain animal that had two 
ceca." They brought it to Ravina, and he deemed it a tereifa based 
on the statement of Rav Huna that an extra limb is like a missing 
limb. Since an animal missing a cecum is a tereifa, an animal with an 
extra cecum is likewise a tereifa. The Gemara adds: But if they 
empty into each other, such that food can move freely between 
them, the animal is kosher, because they are considered one organ. 


These dates stored in a jar — 8137 Yam X7: If a fruit was infested 
by worms, and it is uncertain whether this occurred while it was 
still attached to the tree, the fruit is prohibited for consumption. 
It is also prohibited to consume fruit that is normally infested by 
worms while on the tree without first inspecting it, as it might 
contain a worm. If the fruit was stored for twelve months after it 
was harvested, one may eat the fruit itself without inspecting it, 
because no animal without bones can last for twelve months, in 


HALAKHA 
They taught this halakha only, etc. - 15) Kby no x: If an ani- 
mal’s forelegs were severed, or if it had three forelegs, it is kosher. 
An animal that has three hind legs is a tereifa, because any extra 
limb is like a removed limb, in accordance with the statement of 
Rav Huna and Rashi’s explanation. This applies if the extra limb 
branched out from the main limb where the animal would be 
rendered a tereifa were it severed, in accordance with the Ram- 
ban’s opinion. If an animal was born missing a leg, it is a tereifa. 


accordance with the statement of Rav Pappa as interpreted by the 
Ramban and the Rashba. Nevertheless, one must find and remove 
the worms that emerged onto the surface of the fruit or container 
(Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Ma‘akhalot Assurot 2:15; Shulhan 
Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 84:7-8). 


Animal with five legs - oon wn nwa maga: If an animal has 
five legs, or only three, that constitutes a blemish, and it is disquali- 
fied for sacrifice on the altar. If the animal was a male firstborn of 
a kosher animal, it is permitted for slaughter and consumption 
by the priests outside the Temple, even nowadays (Rambam Sefer 
Avoda, Hilkhot Issurei Mizbe'ah 2:5; Tur, Yoreh De'a 309). 


The Rema adds that the animal is a tereifa only if the extra limb 
has the appearance of a leg and is situated alongside the legs, 
in accordance with the opinion of the Ra'avan (Rambam Sefer 
Kedusha, Hilkhot Shehita 8:11; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh Dea 53:1, 55:4, 
and see Beur HaGra there). 


That had two ceca — 929 KIDDA ay mat: Ifan animal has two 
ceca, it is a tereifa. If they are ‘connected and empty into each other, 
the animal is kosher, in accordance with the ruling of the Gemara 
here (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Shehita 6:20; Shulhan Arukh, 
Yoreh De'a 47:4, 50:2). 


NOTES 


Dates stored in a jar — x127 ‘yam: Rabbeinu Tam 
interprets this phrase according to its straightforward 
meaning. The Rashbam, however, had a different ver- 
sion of the text that read: Dates infested by worms (see 
Nazir34b). That version of the text fits the interpretation 
of Rashi, who explains that the dates referred to are 
infested by worms. 


Are permitted after twelve months of the year — ana 
PW saw my IDA: This ruling applies even though 
the dates may still contain dead worms that were alive 
when the dates were attached to the tree. Although 
such worms are prohibited for consumption even when 
dead, after twelve months one may assume that they 
have shriveled into dust and are no longer prohibited. 
Rav Huna’s statement attests to this, as he uses the 
words: Cannot last, rather than: Does not live (Ra‘avad). 
Nevertheless, one must examine the surface of the fruit 
for worms, because worms are permitted after twelve 
months only if they remain inside the fruit (see 67b). 


Any extra limb is considered like a removed limb - 
mI Diwa wy bs: Some commentaries explain that 
because it is unclear which is the extra leg, one must 
treat them both as potentially missing. The animal is 
therefore considered to have only three legs, and it is 
consequently a tereifa. According to this logic, if it is 
clear which is the extra leg, e.g., if it is situated in an 
odd location, the animal is kosher (Ra‘avan). Others 
explain that an additional limb saps the resources of 
he first and causes them both to function improperly 
Torat Hayyim). The Ramban infers from the use of the 
word: Removed, that one considers the extra limb to be 
physically removed, which would necessarily damage 
he original limb (see also Sefer HaEshkol). He therefore 
concludes that an animal with an extra spleen is not like 
an animal with a missing spleen, which is kosher, but 
ike an animal with a damaged spleen, which is a tereifa 
see Halakhot Gedolot, Meiri, and Ran). 


BACKGROUND 

There is no one-day-old mosquito [baka] and there 
is no one-year-old fly [dideva] - my kaya xpa nb 
KAW na XID: It is difficult to determine the exact 
insects denoted by the terms used in the Gemara here. 
It is known today that adult mosquitoes live between a 
few days and several months, depending on the species 
and sex, and that adult houseflies can live between 
fourteen and sixty days. 


Six thousand iron dinars [shittin manei parzela] — 
sha 3 PEW: This phrase literally means sixty iron 
maneh. A maneh is a weight equal to one hundred 
dinars, usually made of silver. The Gemara here men- 
tions iron because it is particularly hard and serves as a 
material for work implements and weapons. 
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HALAKHA 

Two intestines that exit, etc. — pyi Dey yaw 
^3: If an animal has an extra intestine, it is a tereifa. 
This is true if the intestine was separate from begin- 
ning to end, like the extra cecum that is normal in 
birds, or if it branches off from the original intestine, 
in which case even a bird is rendered a tereifa. If 
he extra intestine rejoins the original, the animal 
is permitted for consumption, because this is not 
considered extra, in accordance with the explana- 
ion of the Rif and Rambam. Some say that if a 
small extra intestine branches off from the intes- 
ines and rejoins it, there must be a fingerbreadth 
of space between the upper branch and the stom- 
ach, and between the point where they rejoin and 
he anus. This applies only to animals, not to birds, 
in accordance with the Rosh's understanding of the 
Halakhot Gedolot (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot 
Shehita 6:21; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De'a 47:1-2). 


NOTES 

Likewise in a bird, it is kosher — TW iva 3: 
Rashi provides two explanations. First, the Sages 
may have observed that such a phenomenon was 
common in birds and not dangerous. Second, it 
can be said that every bird has two intestines, one 
leading from the crop to the gizzard and one lead- 
ing out of the gizzard. Alternatively, the Ra’avan 
explains that all geese and chickens have two 
paired ceca at the end the intestines. 
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The Gemara recounts the case of a certain tube that exited from 
the reticulum into the omasum. Rav Ashi thought to deem the 
animal a tereifa. Rav Huna Mar bar Hiyya said to Rav Ashi: All 
animals that dwell outside have tubes like this, and one need not 
be concerned. 


The Gemara recounts the case of a certain tube that passed from 
the reticulum to the rumen. Mar bar Rav Ashi thought to deem 
the animal kosher, as in the above case. Rav Oshaya said to him: 
Is that to say all such cases are woven in one weave? Where it 
was stated that such an organ is normal, it was stated; where it 
was not stated, it was not stated. This animal is a tereifa. 


Natan bar Sheila, head of the butchers of Tzippori, testified 

before Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi about two intestines that exit"® 

the abomasum of the animal as one, that this renders the animal 

a tereifa. But if this phenomenon occurs likewise in a bird, it is 

kosher," because it is common in birds. In what case is this state- 
ment said, i.e., that two intestines render an animal a tereifa? It is 

said in a case where they exit at two different points. But if they 
exit at one point, adjacent to each other, and they end, i.e., they 
merge into one intestine, within a fingerbreadth, the animal is 

kosher. 


Rav Ami and Rav Asi disagree with regard to this halakha. One 
says: It is kosher when the two intestines exit at one point only in 
a case where they subsequently merge into one intestine; and 
one says: It is kosher even if they do not subsequently merge. 


The Gemara asks: Granted, according to the one who says that 
it is kosher only in a case where they subsequently merge, this 
explanation is consistent with that which the baraita teaches: 
Within a fingerbreadth. That is, the two intestines must merge 
within a fingerbreadth for the animal to be kosher. But according 
to the one who says: It is kosher even if they do not subse- 
quently merge, what is the meaning of the phrase: And they end 
within a fingerbreadth? The Gemara responds: It means within 
a fingerbreadth below. As long as the intestines merge before the 
final fingerbreadth near the anus, the animal is kosher. 


§ The mishna states: Rabbi Yehuda says: If the down covering 
its body was removed, it is a tereifa and unfit for consumption, 
like an animal whose hide was removed. With regard to this, 
Rabbi Yohanan says: Rabbi Yehuda and Rabbi Yishmael said 
the same thing.’ Rabbi Yehuda said that which we said here, that 
the removal of the feathers is like removal of the hide. Rabbi 
Yishmael agrees, as we learned in a baraita: Rabbi Yishmael says: 
The down joins the flesh to constitute an olive-bulk for purposes 
of piggul. If a priest pinches the nape of the neck of a bird with 
intent to consume a combined olive-bulk of its meat and its down 
beyond the permitted time, the offering is rendered piggul. Evi- 
dently, both Rabbi Yehuda and Rabbi Yishmael agree that the 
down of a bird is considered like the hide of an animal. 


BACKGROUND 


Two intestines that exit — DRY iT oy 192 W: 


Said the same thing — Mx 331 Wats: This phrase refers to the con- 
solidation of several opinions into a single one, which the Talmud 
calls a shita, a halakhic position. There is an ancient and controversial 
tradition that asserts: The halakha is not established in accordance 
with a shita. According to that tradition, when several opinions are 
consolidated into a shita, the purpose is to highlight those Sages 
whose statements were not accepted. The validity of that principle 
is not universally accepted, and many commentaries partially or 
completely disagree with it. 


Digestive system of a ruminant with two intestines exiting the abomasum 
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Rava said: Perhaps it is not so, and they disagree. Perhaps Rabbi 
Yehuda says that the down is like the hide of an animal here only 
with regard to a tereifa, since when the down is removed, there is 
nothing that protects the bird, and its life is in danger; but with 
regard to piggul, he holds in accordance with the opinion of the 
Rabbis that the down is not treated like the hide of an animal, 
because piggul applies only if one had intent to consume an item 
that is normally consumed. And perhaps Rabbi Yishmael says so 
there only with regard to piggul, since he holds that the down is 
in fact fit for consumption; but with regard to a tereifa, he holds 
that the down does not protect the bird, and its removal does not 
endanger it. 


MI S HN A With regard to an animal that is congested 


with excess blood," or that was smoked, i.e., 
that suffered from smoke inhalation, or that was chilled" and sub- 
sequently became sick, or that ate oleander,” which is poisonous, 
or that ate the excrement of chickens, or that drank foul water," 
although in all these cases the animal is in danger, it is kosher. By 
contrast, if the animal ate deadly poison," or if a snake bit the 
animal, with regard to the prohibition of tereifa, consumption of 
the animal would be permitted, but it is prohibited due to the 
threat to one’s life if he eats it. 


h 1 : If fed imal 
GEMARAS muel says If one fed an anima 


asafoetida,™ a very sharp plant, it is a 
tereifa. What is the reason? Since it perforates its intestines. 


Rav Sheizvi raises an objection from a baraita: An animal that is 
congested with excess blood, or that suffered from smoke inhala- 
tion, or that ate poisonous oleander, or that ate the excrement of 
roosters, or that drank foul water, or if one fed it tia, asafoetida, 
or peppers, or if it ate deadly poison, it is kosher. But if a snake 
bit the animal, or ifa mad dog bit it, with regard to the prohibition 
of tereifa its consumption is permitted, but it is nevertheless pro- 
hibited due to the threat to one’s life. The statement of the baraita 
concerning an animal that was fed asafoetida poses a difficulty to 
Shmuel’s statement that asafoetida renders the animal a tereifa, 
and the statement concerning deadly poison poses a difficulty 
to the mishna’s statement that deadly poison renders the animal 
prohibited due to the threat to one’s life. 


HALAKHA 


Congested with excess blood - D17 many: An animal that is con- 
gested with excess blood, or one that suffered from smoke inhala- 
tion, or one suffering from a cold, or one that ate poison deadly to an 
animal, or one that drank foul water, is permitted for consumption, in 
accordance with the mishna (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Shehita 
10:8; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh Dea 60:1). 


Congested with blood, or that was smoked, or that was chilled - 
masan Mwy O47 Mink: The Rambam understands these to 
be imbalances of humors according to the theory of the four humors 
that dominated medicine from ancient times until the early modern 
period. An animal congested with blood is one with an excess 
of blood. A smoked animal is one that suffers from an excess of 
black bile. One that was chilled is one that has an excess of phlegm 
(Rambam’s Commentary on the Mishna). It is difficult to establish 
which diseases known to modern medicine correspond to these 
categories. 


_ NOTES — 


Fed an animal asafoetida - mron TOYIN: If one fed an animal 
any item that will perforate its intestines, such as a sliver of asa- 
foetida, the animal is a tereifa, in accordance with the baraita and 
the Gemara’s explanation. If there is uncertainty as to whether the 
substance will perforate its intestines, it is considered a tereifa due to 
uncertainty. lf an animal ate shattered glass, it is customary to deem 
it permitted (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Shehita 6:13; Shulhan 
Arukh, Yoreh Dea 51:4 and Darkhei Teshuva there). 


Foul water — mvt 03: According to its simple meaning, this 
phrase is referring to dirty water. According to some commentaries, 
such as Rashi, this is referring to water left exposed overnight, which 
the Sages prohibited for consumption due to concern that a snake 
may have injected poison into it. 


Ate deadly poison, etc. -= ^3) nya oD mbox: Some explain that 
although the animal will certainly die, it is not a tereifa because the 
danger is not due to some injury or disease that already affects it. 
Rather it is due to an external cause that has yet to affect the body 
itself (Zayit Ra‘anan on Yalkut Shimoni, Sefer HaEshkol; see Or Same‘ah, 
Hilkhot Shehita 8:7). 


BACKGROUND 

Oleander — 12917773: This term refers to the plant 
Nerium oleander, an evergreen bush that can grow 
o a height of 4 m and has long and hard yellow- 
green leaves and pink flowers. The plant's sap and 
ruits are extremely bitter. In addition, oleander is 
‘oxic because of the cardiac glycosides it contains. 
ngestion of as few as eight leaves can cause rapid 
death in cattle. Only in extreme cases would a 
human who ate the meat of an animal that died 
rom oleander poisoning be at risk. 


Oleander flowers 


Asafoetida — mayn: Ferula assa-foetida, also 
known as devil's dung or giant fennel, is a peren- 
nial plant of the celery family. It has a thick root 
and a stem with leafed branches. The asafoetida 
grows to a height of 2-3 m. It is native mainly to 
Afghanistan and the neighboring regions, though 
related species, such as the Ferula communis, the 
giant fennel, can be found elsewhere in the Middle 
East, including Eretz Yisrael. The plant grows for 
several years until it blossoms and produces fruit, 
after which it dies. 

edicinal asafoetida is manufactured from the 
resin found in the root of the plant. It was used, 
and is still used today, as a medicine in the form 
of powder, creams, pills, and in other forms, both 
for intestinal diseases and for strengthening the 
nervous system. In certain places, asafoetida is 
even used as a spice. Consumption of asafoetida in 
amounts of more than 1 is toxic both to ruminants 
and to humans. 


Asafoetida plant 
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The Gemara responds: The apparent contradiction between one 
statement about asafoetida and the other statement about asafoe- 
tida is not difficult. Here, the baraita is referring to a case where 
the animal ate asafoetida leaves, which are less dangerous. There, 
Shmuel is referring to a case where the animal ate slivers of asafoe- 
tida, which are very sharp. Likewise, the apparent contradiction 
between one statement about deadly poison and the other state- 
ment about deadly poison is not difficult. This statement of the 
baraita that it is permitted is referring to a case where the animal 
consumed poison that is deadly only to itself. That statement of the 
mishna that it is prohibited is referring to a case where it consumed 
poison deadly to a person. The Gemara asks: Poison deadly to an 
animal is the same as oleander; why should the baraita mention 
both? The Gemara responds: The tanna is referring to two types of 
deadly poison. 


The above baraita teaches that if an animal was fed tia, it is kosher. 
The Gemara asks: What is tia? Rav Yehuda said: 


It is the root of a bitter vegetable. 


Rav Yehuda says: This individual who eats the weight of three 
shekel of asafoetida on an empty heart, i.e., stomach, his skin 
sheds due to the fever he contracts. Rabbi Abbahu said: There was 
an incident in which I was involved, wherein I ate the weight of 
one shekel of asafoetida, and had I not immediately sat in water 
to cool off, my skin would have shed. And I thereby fulfilled with 
regard to myself that which the verse states: “Wisdom preserves 
the life of him that has it” (Ecclesiastes 7:12). 


Rav Yosef says: This individual who eats sixteen eggs and forty 
nuts and seven fruits of the caper bush, and he drinks a quarter- 
log of honey in the season of Tammuz, i.e., summer, all on an 
empty heart, i.e., stomach, his heartstrings are uprooted. 


§ The mishna states that if an animal is bitten by a poisonous snake, 
it is not a tereifa, but it is nevertheless prohibited for consumption 
due to the hazard it poses. The Gemara recounts the case of a cer- 
tain young deer that was brought to the house of the Exilarch 
after slaughter whose hind legs had been cut." Rav inspected it at 
the convergence of sinews and found them intact, and he deemed 
it kosher. He thought to eat it rare, i.e., lightly roasted. Shmuel said 
to him: Is the Master not concerned for the possibility that it may 
have a snakebite? 


NOTES 
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Whose hind legs had been cut - xn"INa 1973 PSA M717: Some 
understand that in this case the animal's hind legs were completely 
severed below the leg joint, which does not render the animal a 
tereifa (see 76a). Other early commentaries understand that the 
legs had cuts in the area of the convergence of the sinews in the 
thigh. This aroused concern that the convergence of the sinews 


itself may have been cut, rendering the animal a tereifa. According 
to the geonim the legs were broken; this explanation may have 
been based on a different version of the text. In other versions of 
the text, the animal simply could not walk and was dragging its 
hind legs (see Piskei HaRid). 
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Rav said to him: What is the rectification for such an uncertainty? 
Shmuel said to him: We shall set it in a hot oven," as it will then 
inspect itself. Shmuel set it in the oven on a spit, and the meat fell 
off the bone bit by bit, a sign that a snake had bitten the young deer. 
Shmuel recited about Rav the verse: “There shall no mischief 
befall the righteous” (Proverbs 12:21), since he was saved due to 
his righteousness. Rav recited about Shmuel the verse: “And no 
secret causes you trouble” (Daniel 4:6), since he was learned even 
with regard to such matters. 


MI S H N A The signs that indicate that a domesticated 


animal and an undomesticated animal" are 
kosher were stated in the Torah, and the signs of a kosher bird" 
were not explicitly stated. But the Sages stated certain signs in a 
bird: Any bird that claws" its prey and eats it is non-kosher. Any 
bird that has" an extra digit" behind the leg slightly elevated above 
the other digits, and a crop, which is a sack alongside the gullet in 
which food is stored prior to digestion, and for which the yellowish 
membrane inside its gizzard’ can be peeled, is kosher. Rabbi 
Elazar, son of Rabbi Tzadok, says: Any bird that splits the digits 
of its feet when standing on a string, placing two digits on one side 
of the string and two on the other, is non-kosher. 


HALAKHA 


We shall set it in a hot oven - xvana mamia: If an animal's or 
bird’s feet are cut off, one may not consume it unless one first 
inspects it for a snakebite, which is done by roasting it. If a snake 
has bitten it, the flesh will fall apart bit by bit. Nevertheless, since 
snakes are less common nowadays, one need not be concerned 
anymore that a snake has bitten the bird or animal, and one need 
not inspect it. Some authorities distinguish between different 
locales and rule that one must be concerned for snakebites in 
places they may be common, such as deserts, and it is praise- 
worthy to act stringently in this regard (Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh 
De'a 60:3, and in the comment of Rema and Shakh there, and see 
Darkhei Teshuva there). 


The signs of a domesticated animal and an undomesticated 
animal — 79m) mana 39: The signs of a kosher animal, whether 
domesticated or undomesticated, are stated in the Torah: Chew- 
ing the cud and having cloven hooves. All animals that chew their 
cud have cloven hooves, except for the camel, hyrax, and hare, 
which chew their cud but do not have cloven hooves (Rambam 
Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Ma‘akhalot Assurot 1:2; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh 
De‘a79:1). 


The signs of a kosher bird — im 32: The signs of a kosher bird 
are not explicit in the Torah, which simply lists twenty-four species 
of non-kosher birds. All birds not explicitly mentioned as non- 
kosher are kosher, and if one can identify all of those mentioned, 
he may eat any other bird without inspection. One who is unable 
to identify all twenty-four species must determine whether a 
bird is kosher using the signs listed by the Sages: Any bird that 
claws its prey is certainly non-kosher. If one is uncertain whether 
a given bird fits this requirement, one examines whether it splits 
its toes evenly when standing on a string. If it does, or if it catches 
food out of the air, then it is certainly a bird that claws its prey, 
and it is forbidden. If it is certainly not a bird that claws its prey, 
there are three signs that it is kosher: An extra digit, a crop, and 
a gizzard that can be peeled by hand and not only with a knife, 
in accordance with the mishna and Gemara. Nevertheless, even 
if one sees that the bird has all three of these signs, one may not 
eat it, due to concern that it is a bird that claws its prey, unless he 
possesses a received tradition that the species is kosher (Rambam 
Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Ma‘akhalot Assurot 1:14-20; Shulhan Arukh, 
Yoreh Dea 82:1-2). 


NOTES 


Any bird that claws - oyan giya bs: Early commentaries provide 
different definitions of this requirement. Some understand that 
it is a bird that sinks its talons into its prey to kill it (Ramban). This 
explanation is based on the Gemara’s language earlier with regard 
to a clawed animal (see 52b). The Ra’ah adds that the bird must 
have venom in its talons, also based on the Gemara there, but 
other commentaries challenge this claim. Most early commentar- 
ies interpret the phrase differently. Rashi explains that it refers to 
any bird that picks up and holds its food in its claws. According 
to Rabbeinu Tam, it refers to birds that eat their prey alive, in light 
of the Gemara in tractate Bava Kamma (16b). Others understand 
that it denotes any bird that claws its food without picking it up, 
whether the food is alive or dead, animal or vegetable (Ra’avad). 


Any bird that has, etc. - 151 b ww bs: Early commentaries 
disagree as to the relationship between this statement and the 
previous one deeming birds that claw their food non-kosher. 
According to Rashi, even if one is certain that a given bird does 
not claw its prey, he cannot be certain that it is kosher unless it 
meets these other criteria. Other commentaries understand that 
any bird that does not claw its prey is kosher, and these criteria 


merely provide a method to determine that a given bird is not a 
bird that claws its prey (Josafot on 61a, citing Rabbeinu Tam). 


Extra digit — Tyr yayx: According to Rashi, this is a fourth digit 
extending backward from the foot and raised slightly above the 
other digits. Other commentaries understand that the phrase 
denotes a small digit-like projection out of the thigh bone that 
exists in some birds, but the Ramban refutes this claim. A third 
explanation is that this means that the middle front digit is longer 
than the two next to it (Ra’ah; Ran; see 61a). 


Extra digit according to (1) Rashi, (2) Ra’ah, and (3) the opinion rejected by Ramban 


BACKGROUND 


Gizzard - jap WP: 


Cross section of the gizzard, showing a yellow inner lining that can 
be peeled off 


WTA p: HULLIN: PEREKIII:59A 329 


330 


This file may not be reproduced or distributed in any form without express permission from the publisher 


HULLIN - PEREK IT: 59A ° 01973 15 


mn yox b ww bs -PNI And with regard to grasshoppers," whose signs were also not 


PAIN poss DAS) 29533 yore 
IA OW) ake YP a TaN AN 
snepepr var th ww ba- oxi 


stated in the Torah, the Sages stated: Any grasshopper that has 
four legs, and four wings, and two additional jumping legs," and 
whose wings cover most of its body, is kosher. Rabbi Yosei says: 
And this applies only if the name of its species is grasshopper. 


PIMI PW PW IW MX TNT I And with regard to fish," the signs are explicitly stated in the 
Ad pap- pepeni tre) «mX Torah: Any fish that has a fin and a scale is kosher; Rabbi Yehuda 


JAB NYT - mPa 


says: Two scales and one fin. And these are scales: Those that 


are fixed to its body;" and fins are those with which the 


fish swims. 


Grasshopper - 337: 


Signs of a kosher insect 


And with regard to grasshoppers - w373: The signs of 
permitted grasshoppers are: Having four legs and four wings, 
having wings that cover the majority of its body’s length and 
circumference, and possessing two extra legs with which to 
jump. Such a grasshopper is kosher even if it has not yet grown 
wings or extra legs, if it is certain that it will grow them in the 
uture. Even if it meets all these criteria, it is still prohibited 
unless it is called a grasshopper, or there is a tradition that it is 
called a grasshopper, in accordance with the mishna here and 
he Gemara on 65a. The custom in Ashkenazic communities 
is not to eat grasshoppers at all, even those certainly called 
grasshoppers, since there is no received tradition for names 
of insects (Taz). Yernenite communities possess a tradition as 
to the permitted species of grasshoppers and do in fact eat 
those species. Halakhic authorities disagree as to whether 
Jews from other communities, who traditionally refrained from 


Jumping legs - Dasap: In addition to its four front legs, grass- 
hoppers have two long, jointed hind legs used for jumping. 
This requirement is based upon the verse: “Yet these may you 
eat of all winged swarming things that go upon all fours, which 
have jointed legs above their feet, wherewith to leap upon the 
earth” (Leviticus 11:21). 


BACKGROUND 


HALAKHA 


NOTES 


Wings of a grasshopper 


consuming grasshoppers, may rely on the Yemenite tradi- 
tion (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Ma‘akhalot Assurot 1:22; 
Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh Dea 85:1; see Tehumin, volume 19). 


And with regard to fish, etc. — "131 o»: The signs for a 
kosher fish are stated explicitly in the Torah: The fish must 
have fins used to swim and scales attached to its skin. This 
only applies if the scales can be removed by hand or by tools. 
If it is impossible to remove the scales from the fish, they are 
not considered scales. Even if the fish has only one fin and only 
one scale, it is still permitted for consumption, in accordance 
with the opinion of the first tanna. Some hold that if it has 
only one scale it must be located under its jaw, tail, or fin, 
based on the Josefta (Tur, citing Ramban), and it is proper to 
rule stringently in this regard (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot 
Ma‘akhalot Assurot 1:24; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De'a 83:1, and in 
the comment of Rema). 


That are fixed to its body — ia pya: Scales must be fixed 
to the body such that the fish cannot move them back and 
forth, unlike its fins (Rashi on 66a). Nevertheless, the Sages 
teach that if a fish's scales cannot be removed by hand or with 
a tool, the fish is not kosher (Maggid Mishne, citing Ramban 
on Leviticus 11:9). 
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bp a "nips npp maa Oa” 
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The mishna states that the signs of a kosher 
GEMARA : 


domesticated animal are stated in the Torah. 
With regard to this, the Sages taught in a baraita: These are the 
signs of a kosher domesticated animal: “Whatsoever parts the 
hoof," and is wholly cloven-footed, and chews the cud, among the 
animals, that may you eat” (Leviticus 11:3). Any animal that chews 
the cud! certainly has no upper front teeth,’ i.e., incisors, and 
is kosher. 


The Gemara asks: And is this an established principle? But isn’t 
there a camel, which chews the cud, and has no upper front teeth, 
and itis still non-kosher (see Leviticus 11:4)? The Gemara responds: 
A camel has cuspid-like upper incisors, one on each side. 


Parts the hoof [mafreset parsa] - 15 npa: Early commen- 
taries dispute the exact meaning of this phrase and its relation- 
ship to the next phrase in the verse: “Wholly cloven-footed 


NOTES 


[shosa‘at shesa]” According to Rashi, the phrase “mafreset parsa" 
denotes an animal with multiple toes, unlike a horse, whose 
hoof consists of one toe. The phrase “shosa‘at shesa" denotes 


an animal whose hoof 


between the nails, un 
rate in front but join in 
therefore indicates tha 


is completely cloven by 
ike a camel, whose two 


a camel does not have c 


The translation here re 


flects this interpretation. 1 


a deep crack 
oes are sepa- 


the back under a single pad. The verse 


loven hooves. 
[he Rashbam 


understands that the phrase “mafreset parsa" denotes an animal 
with hooves rather than paws, while “shosa‘at shesa” denotes 
an animal whose hooves are split. According to this explanation, 
camels are not kosher because their feet are soft and are not 
covered in a hard surface like hooves of other animals. 


Hoof of a cow 


BACKGROUND 

Chews the cud - 7% nyn: Ruminants digest their food in 

multiple stages. After very little chewing, the food is swal- 
lowed into the rumen and reticulum, where it ferments and 

is broken down. It then returns to the mouth as cud to be 

chewed again, after which it is digested completely by the 

remainder of the digestive system. Ruminants are character- 
ized by a four-chambered stomach, consisting of the rumen, 
reticulum, omasum, and abomasum. Some ruminants, such 

as the camel, have no omasum. 


Upper front teeth - nywa ow: The upper jaws of most 
ruminants lack incisors and cuspids, also known as canine 
teeth, and possess only grinding teeth in the rear. Non- 
ruminant ungulates, such as horses, have a row of incisors 
at the front of the upper jaw and sometimes a canine tooth 
on either side. Adult camelids have both a lateral incisor and 
a canine tooth. Young camels grow their upper deciduous 
canine teeth from age two to four and their upper perma- 
nent lateral incisor, canine, and first premolar, known as a 
wolf tooth, at five to seven years. 


Skull of a sheep, lacking upper incisors 


Skull of a horse, with incisors in the upper jaw 
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Hyrax [shafan] and hare [arnevet] — na2K} jv: 
Based on biblical descriptions (see Psalms 104:18 
and Proverbs 30:26), many identify the shafan with 
he rock hyrax, Procavia capensis. The rock hyrax is 
a small, brown-gray, furry animal that lives in rocky 
areas in groups of 50-100 individuals. The rock hyrax 
has small ears, short legs, and thick pads on its feet. 
The arnevet is identified as the hare, genus Lepus, an 
animal weighing 4-5 kg, with long ears and large, 
powerful hind legs. 

The Torah attests that the shafan and arnevet 
both chew their cud. Although neither the hyrax 
nor the hare chews its cud in the proper sense, both 
occasionally exhibit ruminant-like lateral chewing 
motions even when they are not grazing, leading 
hem to appear to chew the cud. There is also evi- 
dence that hyraxes do regurgitate small amounts of 
food, which they chew and swallow again. In addi- 
ion, some have posited that the hare is described as 
chewing its cud because it engages in a ruminant- 
ike process called cecotrophy, in which it excretes 
special pellets which it re-ingests and chews again 
o maximize its nutrient intake. 


Cape hare, native to Eretz Yisrael 


The Ruler of His world knows, etc. - ibiya why 
"131 yt: Since the talmudic period, many new spe- 
cies of animal have been discovered that were not 
known to the Sages. In South America, there are 
species, such as llamas, that chew their cud but do 
not have cloven hooves. However, they are related to 
camels, and it could be argued that the verse refers to 
them as well. Some argue that the Torah only referred 
to the world known to the ancient Israelites, and with 
regard to that, its list is comprehensive. 
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The Gemara asks: But isn't there a young camel, which does not 
even have cuspid-like upper incisors and is still non-kosher? And 
furthermore, aren't there the hyrax and the hare,’ which chew the 
cud, and yet they have upper front teeth, and are non-kosher? 
And furthermore, one might ask: Are teeth written in the Torah 
with regard to the kosher status of an animal? Rather, this is what 
the tanna is saying: Any animal that does not have upper front 
teeth" certainly chews the cud and parts the hoof and is kosher. 


The Gemara asks: But why should one inspect the teeth? Let 
him simply inspect whether the hooves are cloven. The Gemara 
responds: One inspects the teeth in a case where its hooves were 
cut and one cannot tell whether they are cloven. And this is in 
accordance with the statement of Rav Hisda, as Rav Hisda says: 
If one was walking in the wilderness, and he found an animal 
whose hooves were cut, he may inspect its mouth. If it has no 
upper front teeth, it is certainly kosher; if that is not the case, it 
is certainly non-kosher, provided that he recognizes that this 
animal is not a camel, which is non-kosher even though it has no 
upper incisors. The Gemara asks: Why must one recognize that this 
is not a camel? A camel has cuspid-like upper incisors. Rather, say: 
Provided that one recognizes that it is not a young camel, which 
has no cuspid-like upper incisors. 


The Gemara asks: How can one rely only on an inspection of the 
mouth? Did you not say that there is a young camel, which has 
no upper incisors but is still non-kosher? If so, perhaps there is also 
another species that is similar to a young camel and is non-kosher 
despite having no upper incisors. The Gemara responds that this 
possibility should not enter your mind, as the school of Rabbi 
Yishmael taught: The verse states: “The camel, because it chews 
the cud but parts not the hoof, it is unclean” (Leviticus 11:4). The 
Ruler of His world knows’ that nothing other than the camel 
chews the cud and is still non-kosher.’ Therefore, the verse 
singles it out with the word “it,” i.e., it and no other. 


And Rav Hisda says: If one was walking on the road, and he 
found an animal whose mouth was mutilated," he may inspect 
its hooves. If its hooves are cloven, it is certainly kosher. If not, 
it is certainly non-kosher. This applies provided that he recog- 
nizes that it is not a pig, which is non-kosher even though it has 
cloven hooves. 


| NOTES © 


Nothing other than the camel chews the cud and is non-kosher - 
Dga xy Kay) ma myn 127 Jb px: Rashi and Tosafot note that 
the Torah also specifies the hyrax and the hare as animals that 
chew their cud but are non-kosher (see Deuteronomy 14:7). The 
Rambam makes no mention of these cases. Some explain that the 
principle stated here applies only to animals that appear similar to 


Any animal that does not have upper front teeth - maa bs 
nwb owy ab pxw: Any domesticated or undomesticated animal 
that chews its cud has no upper incisors or nivim, which some say 
are projections of fleshlike teeth. Some say that the nivim are the 
cuspids, two upper teeth on either side of the jaw. Therefore, if one 
finds an unidentified animal in the wilderness with its hooves cut, 
he may examine its mouth. If it has no upper incisors or cuspids, it 
is certainly kosher, as long as he recognizes that it is not a young 
camel, which is not kosher even though its cuspids grow later, in 
accordance with the conclusion of the Gemara and the statement 


kosher animals. The hyrax and the hare are visibly different since 
they have upper incisors (Maggid Mishne). Others add that Rav 
Hisda’s statement is not meant as an absolute rule, but merely a 
guide for those who find an unidentified animal in the wilderness. 
The hyrax and the hare are easily recognizable and can be avoided 
(see Sihat Hullin). 


of Rav Hisda (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Ma‘akhalot Assurot 1:3; 


Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh Dea 79:1). 


Animal whose mouth was mutilated — o123 (Sw 71972: All ani- 
mals with cloven hooves chew their cud, except ‘fora pig. Therefore, 
if one finds an animal with a mutilated mouth, he may inspect its 
feet. If its hooves are cloven, it is certainly kosher, as long as he 
recognizes that it is not a pig, in accordance with the statement 
of Rav Hisda. If it has horns, it is certainly not a pig, and it is kosher 
(Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Ma‘akhalot Assurot 1:3; Shulhan 
Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 79:1). 
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The Gemara asks: But didn’t you say that there is a pig, which has 
cloven hooves but is still non-kosher? If so, perhaps there is also 
another species that is similar to a pig. The Gemara responds 
that this possibility should not enter your mind, as the school of 
Rabbi Yishmael taught: The verse states: “And the pig, because it 
parts the hoof, and is cloven-footed, but chews not the cud, it is 
unclean” (Leviticus 11:7). The Ruler of His world knows that noth- 
ing other than the pig parts the hoof and is still non-kosher. 
Therefore, the verse singles it out with the word “it.” 


And Rav Hisda says: If one was walking in the wilderness, and he 
found an animal whose mouth was mutilated and whose hooves 
were cut," he may inspect its flesh. If it runs like warp and woof, i.e., 
part of it stretches vertically and part of it horizontally, itis certainly 
kosher; and if not, it is certainly non-kosher, provided that one 
recognizes that this animal is not a wild donkey,’ which is non- 
kosher even though its flesh runs like warp and woof. 


The Gemara asks: Didn’t you say that there is a wild donkey, whose 
flesh runs like warp and woof but who is still non-kosher? If so, per- 
haps there is also another species that is similar to a wild donkey. 
The Gemara responds: It is learned as a tradition that there are no 
similar species. The Gemara asks: And where does one inspect the 
flesh? Abaye said, and some say that Rav Hisda said: At the edges 
of the tailbone,’ on the upper thighs. 


§ The mishna states: The signs of an undomesticated animal were 
stated in the Torah. With regard to this, the Sages taught in a baraita: 
These are the signs of an undomesticated animal. The Gemara 
interjects: Why does one need signs for an undomesticated animal? 
An undomesticated animal [hayya] is included in the category of 
a domesticated animal [behema] with regard to signs, as the verse 
states: “These are the living things [hayya] which you may eat among 
all the animals [ behema] that are on the earth. Whatsoever parts the 
hoof” (Leviticus 1:2-3). Rabbi Zeira said: 


HALAKHA 


Whose mouth was mutilated and whose hooves were cut — horizontally, the animal is kosher, as long as he recognizes that it is 


niang MND) o Sw: If one finds an animal whose mouth 
was mutilated and whose hooves were cut, and he cannot exam- 
ine them, he may examine the flesh under the tailbone after he 


not a wild donkey, in accordance with the statement of Rav Hisda 
(Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Ma‘akhalot Assurot 1:3; Shulhan 
Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 79:1). 


slaughters it. If, when he pulls the flesh, it stretches vertically and 


BACKGROUND 


Wild donkey [arod] - “tiny: The arod is commonly identified with 
the wild ass. The Gemara might be referring generally to two sepa- 
rate species: The onager, Equus hemionus, and the African wild ass, 
Equus africanus. Some hold that the arod is identified specifically 


with the African species, which was found in Eretz Yisrael in ancient 
times. The arod is similar in build and behavior to a horse, and 
dwells in the plains and deserts of Asia. The animal is mentioned 
several times in the Bible as a symbol of freedom and wildness. 


Onager 


Runs like warp and woof...at the edges of the tailbone — ban 
Ypiva 9234....Y1 Nw: Several explanations have been suggested 
for this feature. Some hold that this is referring to a muscle that 
runs from the outside of the thigh inward, which appears to be 
a reference to the obturator internus muscle. This explanation is 
difficult, though, as this muscle is only found in carnivores and 
horses, but not in ruminants. Others explain that these are muscles 
whose fibers run in different directions and which sit upon the 
other in ruminants, but are separate in horses. 


African wild ass mother and foal 
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Perek III 
Daf59 Amud b 


NOTES 

Any animal that has horns and cloven hooves — ww bs 
mabe DIP ah: Any animal that has horns of the type 
specified in the Gemara is an undomesticated animal. 
The requirement of cloven hooves is given only to distin- 
guish kosher undomesticated animals from non-kosher 
ones (Rivam). According to this explanation, Rabbi Dosa 
considers the requirement of cloven hooves redundant 
because he believes that there are no non-kosher animals 
with horns like kosher ones. Rabbeinu Tam understands 
hat both signs are given to differentiate undomesticated 
animals from domesticated ones, since the Sages were 
amiliar with domesticated animals that had horns similar 
o those of undomesticated animals, but whose hooves 
were shorter and less pointed (Rosh). The Ramban coun- 
ers that there is no visible distinction between the hooves 
of domesticated and undomesticated animals. 


Layered [kerukhot] - niana: The translation here follows 
Rashi and the majority of the early commentaries, who 
interpret kerukhot as denoting many layers of horn envel- 
oping each other. Rashi later offers another interpretation, 
hat the word denotes rounded horns. 
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The signs are given to permit its forbidden fat, i.e., to deem the animal 
undomesticated. Fat that is forbidden for consumption in domesti- 
cated animals is permitted in undomesticated animals. And this is 
what the tanna is saying: These are the signs of a kosher undomes- 
ticated animal, so that one will know that its fat is permitted:" Any 
animal that has horns? and cloven hooves" is an undomesticated 
animal. 


Rabbi Dosa says: If it has horns, it is certainly a kosher undomesti- 
cated animal, and you need not search for cloven hooves. But if it 

has cloven hooves, you must still search for horns. And with regard 

to the animal called a keresh, even though it has only one horn, its 

fat is permitted for consumption. 


The Gemara asks: Is this an established principle? But isn’t there a 
goat, which has horns and cloven hooves, and still its fat is forbid- 
den, as it is a domesticated animal? The Gemara responds: We 
require horns that are layered’ to designate a kosher animal as 
undomesticated; a goat’s horns are not layered. The Gemara asks: But 
isn’t there a bull, which has layered horns, and still its fat is forbid- 
den since it is domesticated? The Gemara responds: We require 
horns that are grooved;* a bull’s horns are not grooved. 


HALAKHA 


That its fat is permitted - a2 mabnw: The fat of an undo- 
mesticated kosher animal is permitted, and its blood must be 
covered after slaughter. The Sages provided signs of an undo- 
mesticated animal based on tradition. If its horns are branched, 
it is certainly an undomesticated kosher animal. If they are 
not branched, they must be layered, rounded, and grooved 
such that the grooves are absorbed into one another. If one of 


Horns — Dp: Most kosher ruminants have horns, which are 
rarely found among other animals. There are two main types 
of horns. One is those of bovids, such as sheep, goats, and 
antelope. The inside of these horns is a hollow outgrowth of 
the frontal bone, and the outside is made primarily of keratin. 
The other is the antlers of deer, which are made of solid bone, 
covered during the growth phase by a velvety skin and shed 
annually. 


Layered [kerukhot] — n213: All hollow horns are layered. The 
Gemara here refers only to horns with layers that separate when 
the horn dries out. Rashi offers an additional explanation, that 
kerukhot denotes a horn with a rounded circumference. 


Dried horn of a cow with layers exposed, in accordance with Rashi’s first 
interpretation 


BACKGROUND 


these signs is absent, its fat is forbidden, in accordance with the 
conclusion of the Gemara. Nowadays, one may not eat the fat 
of an undomesticated kosher animal unless one has a received 
tradition that the fat of the animal is permitted, as there is no 
received tradition for discerning these signs (Rambam Sefer 
Kedusha, Hilkhot Ma‘akhalot Assurot 1:10; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh 
Dea 80:1). 


Rounded horns of a cow, in accordance with Rashi’s second interpretation 


Grooved — nipin: 


Sheep with grooved horns 
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The Gemara persists: But isn’t there a goat, which has grooved 
horns, and still its fat is forbidden?’ The Gemara responds: We 
require horns that are branched;° a goat’s horns are not branched. 
The Gemara asks: But isn’t there a gazelle [tzevi], whose horns are 
not branched, and still its fat is permitted? The Gemara responds: 
We require horns that are rounded™ and not broad like those of a 
sheep. 


The Gemara concludes: Therefore, where an animal’s horns are 
branched, there is neither judgment nor judge, and the animal is 
without a doubt undomesticated. Where they are not branched, 
we require that they be layered, rounded, and grooved." And it 
must be grooved in a pattern such that its grooves are absorbed 
into one another. 


And this is the uncertainty that arose concerning the karkoz goat," 
i.e., whether it is considered a domesticated animal. As there was a 
certain karkoz goat that was in the house of the Exilarch, from 
which they removed a full basket of fat after slaughtering it. Rav 
Ahai deemed the fat forbidden, because he considered it a domes- 
ticated animal. But Rav Shmuel, son of Rabbi Abbahu, ate of it. 
He read the verse about himself: “A man’s belly shall be filled with 
the fruit ofhis mouth” (Proverbs 18:20). In other words, due to his 
learning, he knew it was permitted to eat the fat of the karkoz goat. 


‘The Sages sent a message from there, Eretz Yisrael: The halakha is 
in accordance with the opinion of Rav Shmuel, son of Rabbi 
Abbahu, that a karkoz goat is an undomesticated animal and its fat 
is permitted; but nevertheless, be mindful of the honor of our 
teacher Ahai who deems it forbidden, and do not partake of the fat 
in his presence, as he enlightens the eyes of the exile. 


NOTES 


But a goat, which has grooved [harukot] horns, and still its fat 
is forbidden — 1o% iabm DPN w IM: This question is difficult 
to understand, since the Gemara has already established that the 
horns must be layered, and goats’ horns are not layered. According 
to Rashi, the question is based on the assumption that in positing 
the requirement of grooved horns, the Gemara is withdrawing the 
requirement of layered horns. Other commentaries reject this expla- 
nation, because if the question were based on such an assumption, 
the Gemara could merely respond by countering the assumption 
and asserting that both requirements apply. Rather, the question 
must be referring to a different kind of goat, whose horns are both 
grooved and layered (Josafot, citing Rivam). Other commentaries 
have a different version of the text that reads hadukot rather than 
harukot, and they interpret it to mean that the horns’ layers must 
be tightly attached, rather than loosely attached, like those of a 
bull. According to this version, the Gemara initially assumed that 
horns with tightly attached layers, such as those of goats, are not 
included in the category of: Layered, which refers to only horns 
with loosely attached layers. But at this stage, when the Gemara 
states that only horns with layers that are tightly attached render 
the animal undomesticated, the Gemara again objects that goats’ 
horns should in fact be considered layered and thereby fulfill both 
requirements for an undomesticated animal (Ramban). 


Rounded [hadurot] - ninin: According to the Arukh, this word is 
actually hadurot, and it derives from the Aramaic hadar, meaning 
to circle or return. This means the animal's horns must be rounded 
rather than broad like those of a goat. By contrast, Rashi holds that 
kerukhot denotes rounded horns, and he therefore infers that the 


word here is actually hadudot, denoting horns that are sharp at 
the tips, like those of deer and antelopes (see Dikdukei Soferim and 
Shita Mekubbetzet). 


Layered, rounded, and grooved — nipan ninan nisms: The 
requirement of layered horns excludes a goat, although its horns 
are grooved. The requirement of grooved horns excludes a bull, 
although its horns are layered. The requirement of rounded horns 
excludes a karkoz goat, although its horns are both grooved and 
layered (Rid; see Ran and Maharsha, who explain Rashi’s opinion). 


And this is the uncertainty that arose concerning the karkoz 
goat — tid NPY XPD 1M: The commentaries disagree as to 
the exact nature of the uncertainty. Some explain that the grooves 
in the horns of the karkoz goat were not absorbed into one another, 
raising uncertainty as to its status (Rashba). Others understand 
that the grooves were absorbed into one another, but not in the 
manner they are in other animals (Rambam, as explained by the 
Gra). Some commentaries posit that the karkoz goat exhibited all 
the signs of an undomesticated animal, but because it was called 
a goat people were still hesitant to eat its fat (Ra’avad). A fourth 
explanation is that the case of the karkoz goat justifies the require- 
ment that the horns be rounded, because its horns were grooved 
and layered and it was nevertheless considered a domesticated 
animal and its fat forbidden (Rid). A fifth suggestion is that its horns 
were layered and rounded but not grooved, raising suspicion due 
to its similarity to a bull, though it seemed more like a type of goat 
(Shita Mekubbetzet). 
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BACKGROUND 


Branched - nibyxaia:The animals tzevi and ayyal are 
mentioned frequently as kosher undomesticated 
animals, but their identity has not always been clear. 
In Europe, the word tzevi was understood to refer to 
deer, Cervidae, whose antlers are branched. But in the 
Bible and Talmud the word denotes a gazelle, whose 
horns are not branched, and which is not found in 
Europe. This identification is supported by parallel 
words in other languages and translations. 


Dorcas gazelle, native to Eretz Yisrael 


Rounded - niin: 


Rounded horns of a gazelle 
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BACKGROUND 
Tagras — DWY: The tagras is identified with the tiger, 
the largest member of the cat family. It is larger than 
the lion, and some specimens are longer than 3 m 
and weigh more than 250 kg. The tiger lives in for- 
ests, velds, and swamps, and it was once common 
in many parts of Asia. 


LANGUAGE 
Tagras — D130: The meaning of the word tigris in 
ancient languages is quick or arrow-like. This is true 
for ancient Greek, where the word tiypte, tigris, was 
used to describe both the large creature mentioned 
here and the Tigris River. 


NOTES 

Is compared to a lion, etc. - nab TINI: Some 
explain that the theme common to the following 
stories is the ridicule by the emperor of certain 
verses as limiting of God (Torat Hayyim). The Maharal 
explains that in all the stories the emperor attempts 
to find scriptural support for the idea of God's imma- 
nence only in physical aspects of nature and His 
consequent limitation. The emperor's experiences 
of awe and fear clarify to him that God is above 
nature. 


Perek III 
Daf6o Amuda 


LANGUAGE 


Great sea [revita] - x31: This word, meaning 
ocean, also exists in Mandaic and Syriac. 
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§ The baraita states: And with regard to the animal called a keresh, 
even though it has only one horn, its fat is permitted for con- 
sumption. Rav Yehuda says: The keresh is the gazelle that is native 
to the area of Bei Ila’ei. The tagras™ mentioned by the Sages is the 
lion of Bei Ila’ei. Rav Kahana says: There are nine cubits between 
the ears of the lion of Bei Ila’ei. Rav Yosef says: The length of the 
gazelle of Bei Ila’ei is sixteen cubits. 


The Gemara recounts: The Roman emperor said to Rabbi 

Yehoshua ben Hananya: Your God is compared to a lion," 

as it is written: “The lion has roared, who will not fear” 
(Amos 3:8). But if so, what is His greatness? A cavalryman can 

kill a lion. Rabbi Yehoshua said to him: God is not compared to 

that lion which a cavalryman can kill. Rather, God is compared to 

the lion of Bei Ila’ei. The emperor said to him: I ask that you show 

it to me. Rabbi Yehoshua said to him: You cannot see it. The 

emperor said to him: Truly, I wish to see it. Rabbi Yehoshua 

prayed for mercy, and the lion of Bei Ila’ei set off from its place of 
origin toward Rome. 


When it was four hundred parasangs away from Rome, it roared 
once, and all the pregnant women miscarried, and the wall of 
Rome fell. When it was three hundred parasangs away, it roared 
another time, and all the men’s front and back teeth fell out from 
fear. And even he, the emperor, fell from his throne to the ground. 
The emperor said to Rabbi Yehoshua: I beg you, pray for mercy 
with regard to it, that it should go back to the place from which 
it came. Rabbi Yehoshua prayed for mercy with regard to it, and 
it returned to the place from which it came. 


§ The Gemara recounts: The emperor said to Rabbi Yehoshua 
ben Hananya: I wish to see your God. Rabbi Yehoshua said to 
him: You cannot see Him. The emperor said to him: Truly, 


I wish to see Him. Rabbi Yehoshua went and stood the emperor 
facing the sun in the season of Tammuz, i.e., summer. Rabbi 
Yehoshua said to him: Look at it. The emperor said to him: I 
cannot. Rabbi Yehoshua said to him: Now, if with regard to the 
sun, which is only one of the servants that stand before the Holy 
One, Blessed be He, you say: I cannot look at it, is it not all the 
more so with regard to the Divine Presence? 


§ The Gemara recounts: The Roman emperor said to Rabbi 
Yehoshua ben Hananya: I desire to arrange bread, i.e., a meal, 
for your God. Rabbi Yehoshua said to him: You cannot. The 
emperor asked him: Why? Rabbi Yehoshua said to him: His hosts 
are too great. The emperor said to him: Truly, I wish to do it. 
Rabbi Yehoshua said to him: Go out and arrange a meal on the 
shore of the great sea [ dirvita],| where there is a wide open space. 
The emperor worked all the six months of summer to accomplish 
this. A wind came and swept it all into the sea. 


The emperor worked to arrange another meal all the six months 
of winter. Rain came and sank it all in the sea. The emperor said 
to Rabbi Yehoshua: What is this? Rabbi Yehoshua said to him: 
These are only the sweepers and floor washers that wait on Him, 
and they alone have eaten everything. The emperor said to him: If 
so, I cannot arrange a meal before Him. 
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§ The Gemara recounts: The daughter of the Roman emperor 
said to Rabbi Yehoshua ben Hananya: Your God isa carpenter," 
as it is written: “Who lays the beams of His upper chambers 
in the waters” (Psalms 104:3). Tell Him to make for me a 
distaff,’ a simple tool used in spinning. Rabbi Yehoshua ben 
Hananya said: Very well. He prayed for mercy for her and she 
was stricken with leprosy. She sat in the Roman market, and 
they gave her a distaff, since it was their custom to give a distaff 
to anyone stricken with leprosy in Rome, and the leper would 
sit in the market and untangle bunches of wool, so that people 
would see and pray for mercy on him. 


One day Rabbi Yehoshua ben Hananya was passing there, and 
he saw that she was sitting and untangling bunches of wool in 
the Roman market. Rabbi Yehoshua ben Hananya said to her: 
Is the distaff my God gave you pleasing? She said to him: Tell 
your God to take back what He has given me. Rabbi Yehoshua 
ben Hananya said to her: Our God gives, but does not take. 


§ Rav Yehuda says: A bull has a large paunch and large hooves. 
Its head is large, and its tail is large. And the opposite is true 
for a donkey. The Gemara explains: What is the practical dif- 
ference that results from such a statement? It is relevant for 
purposes of buying and selling. One who agrees to sell a bull 
must provide the buyer with one that fits this description, and 
the opposite for a donkey. 


And Rav Yehuda says: The bull that Adam, the first man, sac- 
rificed as a thanks offering for his life being spared had a single 
horn on its forehead, as it is stated: “And it shall please the 
Lord better than a bullock that has horns [makrin] and hoofs” 
(Psalms 69:32). The Gemara comments: On the contrary, the 
word makrin indicates two horns. Rav Nahman said: Although 
it is vocalized in the plural, makran is written in the verse, 
without the letter yod, to indicate that it had only a single horn. 


And Rav Yehuda says: With regard to the bull that Adam, the 
first man, sacrificed, its horns preceded its hooves.® It was not 
born of a cow, but rose fully formed out of the earth such that its 
head emerged first, as it is stated: “And it shall please the Lord 
better than a bullock that has horns and hoofs.” The phrase 


“has horns” comes first, and only afterward the word “hoofs.” 


And this supports the statement of Rabbi Yehoshua ben Levi, 
as Rabbi Yehoshua ben Levi says: All items created during 
the acts of Creation were created with their full stature, imme- 
diately fit to bear fruit; they were created with their full mental 
capacities; they were created with their full form. As it is 
stated: “And the heaven and the earth were finished, and all 
the host of them” (Genesis 2:1). Do not read it as: “The host of 
them [tzeva‘am]”; rather, read it as: Their form [tzivyonam]. 


Q Rabbi Hanina bar Pappa taught: “May the glory of the Lord 
endure forever; let the Lord rejoice in His works” (Psalms 
104:31). This verse was stated by the minister of the world, i.e., 
the angel charged with overseeing the world. When the Holy 
One, Blessed be He, said: “Let the earth put forth grass, herb 
yielding seed, and fruit tree bearing fruit after its kind” (Genesis 
1:11), the grasses drew an a fortiori inference with regard to 
themselves. 


They reasoned: If the Holy One, Blessed be He, wishes the 
mixing of species, why did he say: After its kind, with regard 
to the trees? And furthermore, let us draw an a fortiori infer- 
ence: If with regard to trees, which do not naturally grow 
mixed, as they are large and distinct from one another, the Holy 
One, Blessed be He, said: “After its kind,” all the more so with 
regard to us, since grass naturally grows mixed. 


NOTES 
Your God is a carpenter — KT XYI ohy: Some 
understand this as based on the ancient philo- 
sophic claim that the world is pre-eternal, and that 
rather than creating the world exnihilo, God merely 
recombined pre-existing materials (Maharal). 


BACKGROUND 

Distaff [mastorita] - KPA: In order to spin 
wool efficiently, one must untangle it and wrap it 
around a pole called a distaff, ensuring that it can 
be spun steadily. Distaffs can be simple or complex, 
vertical or horizontal. 

According to some of the geonim, the mastorita 
is the salil mentioned in the Mishna (Nega'im 11:9), 
and this may be identical to the biblical pelekh, 
often translated as spindle. The verse: “Let there 
not fail from the house of Joab one that has an 
issue, or that is a leper, or that leans on a staff 
[pelekh]" (1 Samuel 3:29), may also hint at the cus- 
tom described here. 


Its horns preceded its hooves - niatip 1» 
vnin: The drawing illustrates a calf in utero, just 
prior to birth. One can see that its hoofs generally 
emerge before its head. 


Cow fetus with forelegs facing toward the birth canal 
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HALAKHA 
If one grafted, etc. — ^3) PV: It is prohibited 
to graft different species of vegetables onto 
one another, in accordance with the mishna in 
Kilayim 1:7 (Rambam Sefer Zera‘im, Hilkhot Kilayim 
1:5; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 295:3, and see Arukh 
HaShulhan there and on 296:6). 


Perek III 
Daf6o Amud b 
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Immediately, every kind of grass emerged after its kind, as it is stated: 
“And the earth brought forth grass, herb yielding seed after its kind” 
(Genesis 1:12). The minister of the world began to speak and said: 


“May the glory of the Lord endure forever; let the Lord rejoice in 


His works,” who do His will even when not explicitly instructed. 


With regard to the above description, Ravina raises a dilemma: If one 
grafted" two species of grass onto one another, as is done with trees, 


If one grafted, etc. — 3) D777: Early commentaries find difficulty 
with this inquiry, as it contradicts an explicit mishna (Kilayim 1:9) that 


NOTES 


ruling and deem it permitted to graft vegetables. Others explain that 
grass specifically is not subject to the prohibition against mixing 


states that it is prohibited to graft vegetables. Some answer that the 
question here refers to agriculture outside Eretz Yisrael, where it is 
permitted to sow diverse seeds together, but it is still prohibited 
to graft diverse trees. The question, then, is whether there is a pro- 
hibition against grafting grasses as an extension of the prohibition 
against grafting trees. Alternatively, the question could refer to Eretz 
Yisrael, in accordance with other opinions that dispute the mishna’s 


diverse kinds because it is not generally sown, but the question is 
whether grafting might be an exception to that principle (Ramban). 
Some commentaries explain that this question refers only to Noahide 
law, as descendants of Noah are also prohibited from grafting diverse 
trees according to some talmudic opinions. For Jews it is certainly 
prohibited to graft grasses (see Tosafot). 


ans KY yyp AT epg ta xy IY 
scab ix Dm xb- nnay” m3 
IB DATIN - PPS DIDNT 1V3 

APR NT “yd” 


Diy yy dna a iyaw n 
nyg” N31 Poyan TIKAT ww nx 
may Popa via nyg) Saat KAT 
aby Sw inant na wip aa my 
ame waa wanww ohn oe War 

Isy me yin rb ab 2y 


what is the halakha according to Rabbi Hanina bar Pappa? Shall 
one say that since the phrase “after its kind” is not written as a 
mitzva with regard to them, one is not liable for transgressing the 
prohibition against mixing diverse kinds? Or perhaps, since God 
agreed with them after the fact, as the verse states: “Let the Lord 
rejoice in His works,” it is as if the mitzva “after its kind” is written 
with regard to them. The Gemara responds: The dilemma shall stand 
unresolved. 


Q Rabbi Shimon ben Pazi raises a contradiction between two verses. 
It is written: “And God made the two great lights” (Genesis 1:16), 
and it is also written in the same verse: “The greater light to rule the 
day, and the lesser light to rule the night,” indicating that only one 
was great. Rabbi Shimon ben Pazi explains: When God first created 
the sun and the moon, they were equally bright. Then, the moon said 
before the Holy One, Blessed be He:" Master of the Universe, is it 
possible for two kings to serve with one crown? One of us must be 
subservient to the other. God therefore said to her, i.e., the moon: If 
so, go and diminish yourself. 


NOTES 


The moon said before the Holy One Blessed be He - pb my max 
Nat ma Wit: The Maharal writes that through this back-and-forth 
discussion, the Sages wished to express various aspects of a complex 
reality. Consequently, commentaries have interpreted this story in 
various symbolic or allegorical manners. Some explain that the moon 
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represents the Jewish people (see Maharsha). Most fundamentally, 
the story represents the dimness of this world in comparison to the 
light of the future redemption, as it is stated: “Moreover the light of 
the moon shall be as the light of the sun” (Isaiah 30:26). 
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She said before Him: Master of the Universe, since I said a 
correct observation before You, must I diminish myself? God 
said to her: As compensation, go and rule both during the 
day along with the sun and during the night. She said to Him: 
What is the greatness of shining alongside the sun? What use 
is a candle in the middle of the day? God said to her: Go; let 
the Jewish people count the days and years with you," and 
this will be your greatness. She said to Him: But the Jewish 
people will count with the sun as well, as it is impossible that 
they will not count seasons" with it, as it is written: “And let 


them be for signs, and for seasons, and for days and years” 


(Genesis 1:14). God said to her: Go; let righteous men be 
named after you. Just as you are called the lesser [hakatan] 
light, there will be Ya’akov HaKatan, i.e., Jacob our forefather 
(see Amos 7:2), Shmuel HaKatan the tanna, and David 
HaKatan, i.e., King David (see 1 Samuel 17:14). 


God saw that the moon was not comforted. The Holy One, 
Blessed be He, said: Bring atonement for me, since I dimin- 
ished the moon. The Gemara notes: And this is what Rabbi 
Shimon ben Lakish says: What is different about the goat 
offering of the New Moon, that it is stated with regard to it: 
“For the Lord” (Numbers 28:15)? The Holy One, Blessed be 
He, said: This goat shall be an atonement for Me for having 
diminished the size of the moon. 


§ Rav Asi raises a contradiction between two verses. It is 
written: “And the earth brought forth grass” (Genesis 1:12), 
on the third day of the week of Creation. And it is also written: 
“No shrub of the field was yet in the earth” (Genesis 2:5), on 
Shabbat eve, the sixth day of Creation, immediately before 
Adam was created. Rav Asi explains: This teaches that the 
grasses emerged on the third day and stood at the opening of 
the ground, but they did not grow until Adam, the first man, 
came and prayed for mercy upon them, and rain came, and 
they sprouted. And this is meant to teach you that the Holy 
One, Blessed be He, desires the prayers of the righteous. 


The Gemara recounts: Rav Nahman bar Pappa had a certain 
garden. He planted seeds but they did not sprout. He prayed 
for mercy, and rain came, and they sprouted. He said: This 
is what is meant by the statement of Rav Asi, that the Holy One, 
Blessed be He, desires the prayers of the righteous. 


§ In one of the passages discussing kosher and non-kosher 
animals, the Torah states: “Nevertheless, these you shall not 
eat of them that only chew the cud, or of them that have split 
hooves that are cloven [hashesua]: The camel, and the hare, and 
the hyrax” (Deuteronomy 14:7). Rav Hanan bar Rava said: 
“Hashesua”™ is not a redundant description of the split hooves 
but a distinct creature, which has two backs and two spines 
and therefore looks like an entirely cloven animal. One might 
ask: But was Moses our teacher a hunter, or was he an archer, 
who was familiar with the most exotic animals? Rather, from 
here there is a refutation to those who say that the Torah is 
not from Heaven, since Moses could not have known of the 
existence of such an animal save by divine revelation. 


Rav Hisda said to Rav Tahlifa bar Avina: Go write this state- 
ment about the hunter [kinnigi]' and the archer [ballisteri]' 
in your book of aggada, and explain those two words, since 
some are unfamiliar with them. 


HALAKHA 


Hashesua — myxown: If a kosher animal gives birth to a creature 


consumption. This is the shesua mentioned in the Torah (Rambam 


that has two backs and two spines, or if such a creature is found Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Ma‘akhalot Assurot 1:6; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh 


inside its womb when slaughtered, the creature is prohibited for 


De‘a 13:6). 


NOTES 
Let the Jewish people count the days and years 
with you - Dw oa bree 4 a: This declaration 
is realized in the verse: “This month shall be unto you 
he beginning of months” (Exodus 12:2). This verse 
determines that the Hebrew calendar follows a lunar 
model, based on the testimony of witnesses before 
he Sages as to the appearance of the new moon. The 
moon thereby serves as a basis for all Jewish holidays. 


The years also begin and end after either twelve or 


hirteen months, at the time of the New Moon, with 
he number of months adjusted to align the calendar 
with the solar cycle. In addition, the Jewish people 
also count their days by the moon, as the Jewish day 
begins at nightfall. 


It is impossible that they will not count seasons — 
piapa ma wa NYT WY WK: The solar year is divided 
into four periods of approximately ninety days each, 
which coincide with the four seasons. The Torah com- 
mands: “Observe the month of aviv, and keep the 
Passover to the Lord your God” (Deuteronomy 16:1). 
Since aviv literally refers to new grain, the verse man- 
dates that Passover must occur in the spring, when 
the new grain begins to grow. The lunar calendar must 
therefore be adjusted to align with the solar year. This 
is accomplished by intercalating some years through 
adding an extra month at the end of Adar. Conse- 
quently, the Jewish people do reckon their calendar 
in some ways by the sun. 


BACKGROUND 
Hashesua — myxDwit: This could denote conjoined 
twins. This phenomenon occurs when an egg is fer- 
tilized and splits, but not completely, creating two 
connected fetuses, which often share certain organs. 


LANGUAGE 
Hunter [kinnigi] — X37: From the Greek kvvnyoc, 
kunégos, meaning hunter, especially one who uses 
dogs. 


Archer [ballisteri] - pDA: From the Greek 
PaM iotpa, ballistra, meaning catapult. Here it refers 
to a bowman who hunts animals. 
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LANGUAGE 

Greatest [arunekei] — part: There are a num- 
ber of variations of this word as it appears in 
the standard version of the text found in other 
manuscripts and secondary sources. Regardless 
of the precise form of the word, it appears to 
derive from the Greek ab8evttKn, authentiké, 
meaning true or principal. 


NOTES 
Let the Caphtorim come and remove the 
land from the Avvim - a> „Din nb 
my: This assumes that the Avvim are Philis- 
tines, from the nation of Abimelech, rather than 
from Teiman as Rav explained earlier. 
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The Gemara relates another statement. The verse states: “The five 

lords of the Philistines: The Gazite, and the Ashdodite, the Ash- 
kelonite, the Gittite, and the Ekronite; also the Avvim” ( Joshua 

13:3). The verse is difficult, since it first said there are five lords of 
the Philistines, but it then lists six. Rabbi Yonatan said: There were 

in fact six lords, but the greatest of them were only five. Rav Hisda 

said to Rav Tahlifa bar Avina: Write this statement about the 

greatest [ arunekei ]'in your book of aggada, and explain that word. 
The Gemara notes: And this statement disagrees with the opinion 

of Rav, as Rav says: The Avvim were not Philistines; rather, they 
came from Teiman. 


This is also taught in a baraita: The Avvim came from Teiman. 
And why were they called Avvim and not Teimanim? Because 
they corrupted [ivvetu] and destroyed their place of origin when 
they left. Alternatively, they were called Avvim since they desired 
[ivvu] many deities. Alternatively, they were called Avvim since 
they were so fearsome that all who saw them were seized by con- 
vulsions [avit]. Rav Yosef said: And each one of them has sixteen 
rows of teeth. 


The Gemara cites another statement related to the Avvim: Rabbi 
Shimon ben Lakish says: There are many verses that are seemingly 
fit to be burned as books of the heretics, since they appear redun- 
dant or frivolous, and yet they are themselves the essence of Torah. 
For example, the verse states: “And the Avvim, that dwelt in vil- 
lages as far as Gaza, the Caphtorim, that came forth out of Caphtor, 
destroyed them, and dwelt in their stead” (Deuteronomy 2:23). 
What practical difference does this make for us? 


‘The verse teaches the following: Since Abimelech, king of the Phi- 
listines, administered an oath to Abraham: “That you will not deal 

falsely with me, nor with my son, nor with my grandson” (Gen- 
esis 21:23), the Jewish people were prohibited from conquering the 

land of the Philistines until four generations had passed. Therefore, 
the Holy One, Blessed be He, said: Let the Caphtorim come and 

remove the land from the Avvim," who are the same as the Philis- 
tines, and let Israel come and remove it from the Caphtorim, 
circumventing the prohibition. 


Similarly, you say with regard to another apparently unnecessary 
verse, describing a city that the Israelites conquered: “For Heshbon 
was the city of Sihon, the king of the Amorites, who had fought 
against the former king of Moab, and taken all his land out of his 
hand” (Numbers 21:26). What is the practical difference in know- 
ing this information? It teaches that since the Holy One, Blessed 
be He, said to Israel: “Be not at enmity with Moab” (Deuteron- 
omy 2:9), the Jewish people were prohibited from conquering the 
land of Moab. Therefore, the Holy One, Blessed be He, said: Let 
Sihon come and remove the land from Moab, and let Israel come 
and remove it from Sihon. The Gemara notes: And this is what 
Rav Pappa says: The lands of Ammon and Moab were purified by 
Sihon, i.e., rendered permitted for conquest. 


The Gemara cites another seemingly superfluous verse, describing 
Mount Hermon: “Which Hermon the Sidonians call Sirion, and 
the Amorites call it Senir” (Deuteronomy 3:9). A Sage taught: Senir 
and Sirion are mountains of Eretz Yisrael. The verse teaches that 
every one of the nations of the world went and built itself a great 
city on Mount Hermon, and named it after one of the mountains 
of Eretz Yisrael, teaching you that even the mountains of Eretz 
Yisrael are beloved by the nations of the world. 


Similarly, a difficult verse describes Joseph's treatment of the Egyp- 
tians: “Andas for the people, he removed them city by city” (Gen- 
esis 47:21). What is the practical difference of this information? It 
teaches Joseph’s love for his brothers, as he transferred the entire 
Egyptian population so that they would not call his brothers exiles. 
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§ The mishna states: The signs of the kosher bird were not explic- 
itly stated in the Torah. The Gemara asks: And is it true that they 
were not stated in the Torah? But isn’t it taught in a baraita: “The 
nesher” (Leviticus 11:13) is a non-kosher bird. 


Just as a nesher* is unique’ in that it has no extra digit’ or crop, and 

its gizzard cannot be peeled, and it claws its prey and eats it, and 

it is non-kosher, so too, all like birds with these four signs are non- 
kosher. And just as doves’ and pigeons, which have an extra digit 
and a crop, and whose gizzard can be peeled, and do not claw 
their food and eat it, are kosher, as they are fit for sacrifice on the 

altar (see Leviticus 1:14), so too, all like birds with these four signs 

are kosher. If so, why does the mishna state that the signs were not 
stated in the Torah? Abaye said: The mishna means that the expla- 
nation of the signs of a kosher bird was not stated in the Torah. 
Rather, one learns it from the statements of the Sages, i.e., the 

baraita. 


Rabbi Hiyya teaches: A bird that comes before a person with one 
sign" of a kosher bird, and which is not listed in the Torah as non- 
kosher, is kosher, since it is unlike a nesher. The verse did not need 
to state that the nesher is non-kosher, since one could have inferred 
this from the list of other non-kosher birds. Rather, the verse men- 
tions the nesher specifically to indicate that it is only a bird like a 
nesher, which has none of the signs of a kosher bird, that you shall 
not eat. But if there is a bird that has even one of the signs, you 
may eat it. 
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| NOTES -| 

Just as a nesher is unique, etc. - ^3) TPA Wa mA: In 
addition to the nesher, the Torah lists twenty-three other 
non-kosher birds. The nesher is the only one with none of 
the four signs of a kosher bird mentioned in the mishna. 
Most of the non-kosher birds listed have three signs. They 
are therefore non-kosher only because the verses mention 
them explicitly. The nesher serves as the archetype for birds 
not mentioned in the Torah. If they, like it, exhibit none of 
the signs, they too are non-kosher; but if they exhibit even 
one sign, they are kosher. 


A bird that comes before a person with one sign, etc. — 
13) TNX pxo KIT ANY: According to this, if the bird has 
more than one sign, it is certainly kosher as well. Neverthe- 
less, this applies only when one knows the identities of all 
the non-kosher birds mentioned in the Torah and is certain 
that this is not one of them (Rashi). According to Rabbeinu 
Tam, though, even if one cannot identify all the non-kosher 
birds mentioned in the Torah with certainty, he may still 
presume that the bird in question is kosher provided that 
it does not claw its prey. Accordingly, the knowledge that it 
is not such a bird is the one sign referred to by the Gemara 
here, as any bird that does not claw its prey is kosher. The 
one exception to this rule is the ozniyya, but one need 
not be concerned that the bird in question is an ozniyya, 
because it is not found in human habitats (see 62a). 


BACKGROUND | 


Nesher — "Wa: In medieval Europe, it was common to identify Nesher. ..has no extra digit, etc. — ^9) TYN pay b pN.: 


the nesher with the eagle, genus Aquila. The Ramban, however, 
notes that from the verse: “Enlarge your baldness as the nesher” 
(Micah 1:16), it appears that the nesher must lack feathers on its 
head. Furthermore, Job 39:30 describes the nesher as feeding 
on carrion. It therefore seems likely that the nesher is a vulture, 
perhaps Gyps fulvus, the griffon vulture. The griffon vulture is a 
large, bald, carrion-eating bird, which flies exceptionally high. 


Short-toed eagle in the Jerusalem Biblical Zoo 


This statement is difficult to understand, since both eagles and 
vultures have a hind digit, which is Rashi's understanding of 
the extra digit mentioned in the Gemara (see 59a). In addition, 
the middle front digit of both is longer than the adjacent digits, 
which is the understanding of the Ran and Ra’ah of this term. 
Some therefore suggest that the term here: Extra digit, means 
that the hind digit is comparable in size to the other digits. This 
is the case in kosher birds such as the dove, as well as eagles. 
But in vultures, the hind digit is much smaller than the others. 
A similar problem arises with regard to the crop, since both 
vultures and eagles do have a widened portion of the gullet. 
Some claim that since the gullet widens in two directions, it 
was not considered a true crop by the Sages. Others claim that 
since the crop of birds of prey serves only to store meat, rather 
than to soften seeds, it is not considered a sign of a kosher bird. 


Above: Eagle's foot 


Left: Griffon vulture 


Dove [tor] - 31m: Genus Streptopelia is a group of small-to- 
midsize birds in the dove family. The several species in this 
genus share certain characteristics. The upper portion of their 
bodies is a light brown, while the lower portion is ruddy. Some 
have a black and white collar-like marking on their neck. The tor 
mentioned in the Torah is the European turtle dove, Streptopelia 
turtur. Doves are commonly seen in Eretz Yisrael when passing 
hrough on their migration route, in the fall between August 
and the beginning of October, and in the spring from April to 
ay. Other birds from the genus Streptopelia are also found in 
Eretz Yisrael, such as the collared dove, S. decaocto, the oriental 
urtle dove, S. orientalis, and the laughing dove, S. senegalensis. 


Dove 
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-BACKG 
Crow [orev] - aiy: The biblical orev is one of several spe- 
cies in the crow family, genus Corvus. Crows are generally 
black, with short, powerful legs and strong beaks. They 
are omnivores, though they prefer meat and carrion in 
particular. They have no crop. 


Hooded crow 
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Peres and ozniyya — 714" DIB: In modern Hebrew, the word 
peres denotes the bearded vulture, Gypaetus barbatus, a scav- 
enger in the Accipitridae family. The name peres derives from 
its habit of breaking [pores] bones to eat the marrow inside. 
Another possible identification of the peres is the white-tailed 
eagle, Haliaeetus albicilla, a large eagle from the same family 
that lives near large bodies of water. Its name stems from its 
pure white tail. The ozniyya is identified as the cinereous vul- 
ture, Aegypius monachus. In contrast to most non-kosher birds, 
these two do not live in close proximity to humans, and are less 
common than the griffon vulture, which is easily recognizable 
by people. 
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Bearded vulture 


The Gemara asks: But why learn specifically from the case of a 
nesher? Let one derive the opposite from the case of doves: Just as 
doves, which the Torah mentions explicitly as kosher, have all four 
signs, so too here, no other bird is kosher unless it has all four signs. 


The Gemara responds: If it is so that one learns from the case of a 
dove, why do I need the rest of the non-kosher birds that the 
Merciful One wrote? Since none of them has all four signs of a 
kosher bird, their non-kosher status could simply be inferred from 
the case of a dove. Rather, since the Torah states explicitly that they 
are non-kosher, it follows that one does not learn from the case of 
a dove. 


The Gemara objects: But let us derive instead from them, i.e., the 
rest of the non-kosher birds, which each have only three signs, the 
following: Just as there, those birds have three of the signs of a 
kosher bird mentioned in the mishna, and we still do not eat them, 
so too, all other birds that have three signs should have the same 
halakhic status, and we will not eat them. And all the more so 
should this apply to a bird that has only two signs or one. 


The Gemara responds: If so, why do I need the crow’ that the 
Merciful One wrote among the non-kosher birds? Now that it is 
established that we do not eat any bird that has three signs, is it 
necessary to mention the crow, which has only two? Rather, those 
birds explicitly listed as non-kosher are prohibited, and all other 
birds with any number of signs are kosher. 


The Gemara objects: But one should derive instead from a crow: 
Just as there, a bird with two signs is not kosher, so too any other 
bird that has only two signs is not kosher. The Gemara responds: If 
so, why do I need the peres and the ozniyya® that the Merciful One 
wrote among the non-kosher birds? Now that it is established that 
we do not eat any bird that has two signs, is it necessary to mention 
these birds, which have only one? Rather, even birds that have only 
one sign are kosher, save those mentioned explicitly in the Torah as 
non-kosher. 


White-tailed eagle 


Cinereous vulture 
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The Gemara objects: But let us learn instead from the peres and 
ozniyya themselves that all other birds with only one sign are non- 
kosher. The Gemara responds: If so, why do I need the nesher that 
the Merciful One wrote? Now that it is established that we do not 
eat any bird that has one sign, is it necessary to mention the nesher, 
which has none? Rather, the Torah mentions the nesher to indicate 
that it is a nesher, which has none of the signs of a kosher bird, that 
you shall not eat. But if you find any bird that has even one of the 
signs, you may eat it. 


The Gemara objects: But if so, the reason for eating birds with even 
one sign is only that the Merciful One wrote: “Nesher? One can 
infer, then, that if not for this, I would say: Derive from the peres 
and ozniyya that any bird with one sign is non-kosher. But that 
cannot be, since the peres and ozniyya are two verses that come as 
one, i.e., that teach the same matter, and as a rule, two verses that 
come as one do not teach a principle. 


The Gemara responds: It is learned as a tradition that the sign pres- 
ent in this, the peres, is absent in that, the ozniyya, and that which 
is present in that is absent in this. Accordingly, this is not a case of 
two verses that come as one, since each case would teach only that 
any other bird with only its respective sign is non-kosher. Conse- 
quently, it would have been possible to derive from them that any 
bird with only one sign is non-kosher. The verse therefore states: 
“Nesher,” to indicate otherwise. 


The Gemara persists: Now, there are twenty-four non-kosher 
birds mentioned in the verses. It is impossible that the one sign 
present in these, the peres and ozniyya, respectively, is absent in all 
those other birds. Consequently, the mentioning of the peres, ozni- 
yya, and the other birds constitutes two verses that come as one. 
If so, one could not have derived from the cases of the peres and 
ozniyya that a bird with one sign is not kosher, and the inclusion of 
the nesher is unnecessary. 


The Gemara responds: It is learned" as a tradition that there are 
twenty-four non-kosher birds, and four signs of a kosher bird. The 
same three signs can be found in all of them, with the exception 
of either the peres or the ozniyya. Twenty of them have all three 
signs, and two of those signs can be found in a crow. One sign is 
found in a peres and one in an ozniyya, and the sign present in this 
is absent in that, i.e., one of them has the fourth sign, which is 
absent from the other twenty-three non-kosher birds. Lest you say: 
Derive from it that any other bird with only that sign is non-kosher, 
the Merciful One wrote about the nesher to indicate: It is a nesher, 
which has none of the signs of a kosher bird, that you shall not eat. 
But if there is any bird that has even one of the signs, you may eat it. 


The Gemara asks: But if one learns from nesher that a bird with even 
one sign is kosher, why do I need the doves that the Merciful One 
wrote are kosher, which have all four? Rav Ukva bar Hama said: 
The dove was not mentioned to teach that it is kosher, but rather to 
teach that it is the only bird fit to be sacrificed as an offering. Rav 
Nahman says: 


NOTES 


It is learned, etc. — 131 +33: In the scenario outlined, there are 
several birds with three signs common to all of them: An extra digit, 
a crop, and a gizzard that can be peeled. Since none of these signs 
is unique to any of them, all these cases are considered two verses 
that come as one, and one cannot extrapolate from them that all 


claws its prey, is present in only the peres or the ozniyya. Whichever 
bird possesses this sign could serve as the archetype for all birds 
that have only one sign, teaching that they are all non-kosher. It is 
therefore necessary for the verse to include the nesher to counter 
this reasoning. 


birds with only three signs are non-kosher. The fourth sign, that it 


DJT p: HULLIN: PEREK III: 61B 343 


This file may not be reproduced or distributed in any form without express permission from the publisher 


Perek III 
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_ NOTES — 
If one is familiar, etc. —3) pana: According to Rashi, 
this means that one is familiar with the peres and ozni- 
yya. One would not confuse the bird in question with 
any of the others mentioned in the Torah, since they 
all have three signs, or two in the case of the crow. By 
contrast, Rabbeinu Moshe bar Yosef understands the 
discussion in the Gemara altogether differently. He 
holds that all the non-kosher birds besides the crow 
have only one sign. Therefore, the Gemara here can 
be understood according to its simple meaning, that 
one must be familiar with all the non-kosher birds to 
be certain that a given bird with one sign is kosher. 
any early commentaries prefer this interpretation. 


The zarzir - w: Rabbi Eliezer’s reasoning is 
explained on 65a: The zarzir lives in close proximity 
o the orev, and this indicates that they are the same 
species. According to the Gemara there, the Rabbis do 
not reject this opinion outright, but they insist that the 
wo birds must also be similar to be considered one 
species. According to Rashi they must be similar in 
appearance, while according to other commentaries 
hey must possess the same signs. 


~ HALAKHA 
The zarzir — writ: The zarzir is not kosher, because 
it is a kind of orev (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot 
Ma‘akhalot Assurot 1:14, and see Kesef Mishne there). 
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If one is familiar" with the non-kosher birds and their names, any 
bird that comes before him with only one sign is kosher, since he 
can be sure that it is not the peres or ozniyya, which have only one 
sign. Ifhe is not familiar with them and their names, any bird that 
he finds with one sign is non-kosher, since it may be the peres or 
ozniyya. But if he finds a bird with exactly two signs, it is kosher, 
provided that he can recognize a crow, since the crow is the only 
non-kosher bird with exactly two signs. 


The Gemara asks: Must he recognize only the crow and nothing 
more? But isn’t it taught in a baraita: The verse states: “Every orev 
after its kinds” (Leviticus 11:15). With regard to the orev, this is the 
well-known crow; as for the phrase “after its kinds,” Rabbi Eliezer 
says: It is written to include the zarzir,"* another type of crow, to 
teach that it is non-kosher. The Sages said to Rabbi Eliezer: But 
wouldn't the people of Kefar Temarta in Judea eat the zarzir, 
because it has a crop? Rabbi Eliezer said to them: They too will 
be judged in the future for their transgression. 


Alternatively, the phrase “after its kinds” is written to include the 
white senunit® and teach that it is non-kosher; this is the statement 
of Rabbi Eliezer. The Rabbis said to him: But don’t the people of 
the upper Galilee eat it, because its gizzard can be peeled? Rabbi 
Eliezer said to them: They too will be judged in the future for their 
transgression. In any event, the baraita indicates that other non- 
kosher birds exist that have two signs, like the crow. The Gemara 
responds: Rather, Rav Nahman must have meant that one must 
be able to recognize the well-known crow and all other species 
of crow. 


Zarzir — vr: The zarzir is possibly one or more species in genus 
Sturnus, which are songbirds from the starling family. Two such 
species can be found in Eretz Yisrael: The common starling, Sturnus 
vulgaris, and the rosy starling, Sturnus roseus. Both of these species 


possess a crop. 


Common starling 


Rosy starling 


- BACKGROUND | 


White senunit - mab m: The white senunit is commonly identi- 
fied as the barn swallow, Hirundo rustica, and there are traditions 
attesting that it is kosher. Another possible identification is the 
common house martin, Delichon urbica, which has an extra digit 
according to some opinions and a gizzard that can be peeled 
only with a knife. 


Barn swallow 


Common house martin 
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Ameimar said: The halakha is: Any bird that comes before a per- 
son with one sign" is kosher, provided that it does not claw’ its 

food. Rav Ashi said to Ameimar: What about that which Rav 
Nahman said, that if one finds a bird with exactly one sign, he may 
eat it only ifhe can identify all the non-kosher birds in the Torah, to 

be sure that it is not one of them? Ameimar said to him: I did not 

hear this statement; that is to say: I do not hold accordingly. What 

concern is there? Is one concerned because of the peres and ozni- 
yya, which have only one sign? They are not found in settled areas, 
and one need not be concerned about them. 


§ Rav Yehuda says: The bird known as the scratching bird? is fit 
for use in the purification ofa leper,’ i.e., it is kosher. Only kosher 
birds are fit for this rite, as the verse states: “Then shall the priest 


command to take for him that is to be purified two living pure birds” 


(Leviticus 14:4). And this is the white senunit about which Rabbi 
Eliezer and the Rabbis disagreed in the baraita. 


Ameimar said: There are two kinds of white senunit. With regard 

to the senunit with a white belly,’ everyone agrees that it is permit- 
ted for consumption. They disagree when discussing the kind with 

a yellow belly. Rabbi Eliezer prohibits it, and the Rabbis permit 

it. And the halakha is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi 

Eliezer. 


Mar Zutra teaches the statement of Ameimar in this manner:" With 
regard to the senunit with a yellow belly, everyone agrees that it 
is prohibited. They disagree when discussing the kind with a white 
belly. Rabbi Eliezer deems it prohibited, and the Rabbis deem it 
permitted. And the halakha is in accordance with the opinion of 
the Rabbis, who deem it permitted. 


The Gemara asks: Granted, according to the one who says that 
they disagree with regard to the kind with a white belly, this 
explanation is consistent with that which Rav Yehuda teaches: This 
is the white senunit about which Rabbi Eliezer and the Rabbis 
disagreed. But according to the one who says that they disagree 
with regard to the kind with a yellow belly, what is the meaning of 
the phrase: This is the white senunit? The Gemara responds: The 
phrase: White senunit, is used only to exclude the house senunit,® 
which is black. 


§) Rahava says that Rabbi Yehuda says: A young tasil, which is 
similar to a dove, is unfit for sacrifice as a dove, which is fit only 
when mature, but it is fit for sacrifice as a pigeon, which is fit only 
when immature. In other words, the tasil is considered a type of 
pigeon, not a dove. A mature datzifi bird, and mature doves of 
Rehava, are fit as doves, but are unfit as pigeons, since they are 
types of doves. Rav Daniel bar Rav Ketina raises an objection 
from a mishna (Para 9:3): All birds 


Provided that it does not claw - D717 xt am: It must be certain 
hat the bird does not claw its prey (Rambam). According to Rashi, 
it is kosher as long as one is not certain that it does claw its prey, 
as one may presume that the bird does not claw its prey. One may 
employ this presumption because only the peres and the ozniyya 
have one sign and claw their prey and are non-kosher, but it is 
unlikely that it is one of them since they live only in remote areas 
(Rashba). Other commentaries challenge this assertion, claiming 
at even if it has one other sign, and even if it also does not claw its 
ood, the bird might still be an orev, which has two signs and is nev- 
ertheless not kosher. Rabbeinu Hananel writes that he possesses 
a received tradition that the one sign mentioned here is a gizzard 
hat can be peeled, and that this is the fourth sign possessed by 
only the peres or ozniyya. The bird in question therefore cannot be 
an orev (see Tosefot HaRosh). Other commentaries suggest that the 
ourth sign is that the bird does not claw its food. Only the peres and 


> 


the ozniyya exhibit this sign, and one need not be concerned that 
the bird is one of them. According to this explanation, Ameimar’s 
statement should be translated: Any bird that comes before a 
person with one sign is kosher; and that sign is that it does not claw 
its food (Rabbeinu Gershom Meor HaGola; Josafot). 


Mar Zutra teaches in this manner, etc. — 1319377 A KWN Va: 
The halakha remains the same according to both versions of 
Ameimar’s statement: The white-bellied white senunit is kosher, 
while the yellow-bellied white senunit is not kosher. According to 
the first version, however, Ameimar is in agreement with Rabbi 
Eliezer, indicating that he rejects Rav Yehuda's statement that the 
scratching bird is kosher. According to Mar Zutra’s version, he is in 
agreement with the Rabbis, indicating that he accepts Rav Yehuda’s 
statement (Rashi). 


_ HALAKHA |= —— 
Any bird that comes before a person with one 
sign — IM ya KIT qiy: If one can identify all the 
birds mentioned in the Torah as non-kosher, he may 
eat any other bird without examining it. One who is 
unable to identify all twenty-four species must use 
the signs listed by the Sages: Any bird that certainly 
claws its prey is non-kosher. If it certainly does not 
claw its prey and possesses only one of these three 
signs: An extra digit, a crop, or a gizzard that can be 
peeled by hand, it is kosher, in accordance with the 
statement of Ameimar. If it is uncertain whether the 
bird claws its prey, one may not eat it unless he pos- 
sesses a received tradition that the species is kosher, 
even if it possesses all three of these signs. Some 
say that if it possesses a wide beak and wide feet 
like a duck, it is certain that it does not claw its prey, 
and it is permitted even without a received tradition. 
The custom is not to eat any bird unless one has a 
received tradition that it is kosher (Rambam Sefer 
Kedusha, Hilkhot Ma‘akhalot Assurot 1:15-19; Shulhan 
Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 82:1-2). 


BACKGROUND Ž 
Scratching bird - va giy: If this is in fact the barn 
swallow, one can explain that since the barn swallow 
spends most of its time in the air, rather than on the 
ground, its claws remain very sharp. 


Purification of a leper — yyisn nw: The Torah 
prescribes the use of two birds in the purification 
ceremony undergone by a cured leper or a previously 
leprous house (Leviticus 14:4-7, 49-53). Both birds 
must be alive, unblemished, undomesticated, and 
from a kosher species. The general practice was to 
use a kind of sparrow. One of the birds is slaughtered 
over an earthenware vessel filled with spring water, 
and its blood is drained into the water in this vessel. 
The other bird is then dipped in the mixture of blood 
and water, together with cedar wood, scarlet wool, 
and hyssop, and this mixture is sprinkled on the cured 
leper or house. The live bird is then set free. This bird is 
not considered sacred, and if it is captured after being 
set free, it may be slaughtered and eaten or used for 
any other purpose. 


With a white belly - ADD XW: 


Pale crag martin, possibly the white-bellied white senunit 


House senunit — 731: 


l 
Common swift, posited to be the house senunit 
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HALAKHA 


Disqualify water of purification - nxwn na poois: Water 
of purification is disqualified when an animal or bird drinks 
from it, except for a pigeon, because no water falls back 
into the container from its mouth, in accordance with the 
ruling of the mishna (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Para 
Aduma 9:12). 


Hyssop — ite: Any type of hyssop with a modifier in 
its name is unfit for use with the water of purification to 
purify those who have come in contact with a corpse. Only 
standard hyssop is fit, i.e., that which is commonly eaten. 
Greek hyssop, stibium hyssop, Roman hyssop, and desert 
hyssop are all unfit, in accordance with the ruling of the 
mishna (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Para Aduma 11:5). 


BACKGROUND 


Water of purification — nxn "2: This is water mixed with 
he ashes of the red heifer, which was used to purify people 
and objects that had contracted ritual impurity imparted 
by a corpse. Specifically, potable, running spring water was 
placed in a vessel, and a small amount of ashes from the 
red heifer was added. The resulting mixture, called water of 
purification or of separation, was sprinkled on the people 
or objects to be purified. The process of mixing the ashes 
with water is called sanctification of the water of purifica- 
ion. Although this water purifies those who are impure, 
a pure person who touches or carries it becomes impure 
or one day. The ceremony of purification involves using a 
bundle of three hyssop branches to sprinkle the purifica- 
ion water on the impure person. This is performed on the 
hird and the seventh days after one became impure. 


Sips — myx: Pigeons, genus Columba, are a group of birds 
in the Columbidae family. The most common species in 
Eretz Yisrael are the feral pigeon, the rock pigeon from 
which it derives, and the common wood pigeon. 

Most birds drink by filling their beaks with water and 
hen raising them, causing some water to spill out from 
he sides in the process. This spilled water disqualifies 
he water of purification. In contrast, pigeons dip their 
beaks into the water up to their nostrils and then sip the 
requisite amount of water, such that none drips back into 
he water from their raised beaks. Another type of pigeon, 
he manumea, does not drink in this fashion, and it may 
be the tasil, but it is not found in the wild in Eretz Yisrael. It 
may have been kept domestically as a pet. 


Feral pigeons 


Tzutzeyanei doves — 1%% W513: Some hold that this is a 
type of dove distinguishable by a fringe of feathers on its 
head. Others claim that the word tzutzyanei refers to the 
sound that the bird makes, and it is therefore perhaps the 
Barbary dove, Streptopelia risoria, a domestic dove known 
for its singular call. 
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disqualify the water of purification," i.e., water in which ashes of 
the red heifer have been placed, by drinking from it. The water that 
entered the bird’s mouth is disqualified, and some of it drips back 
into the container, disqualifying the rest. This applies to all birds 
except for the pigeon, because it sips® the water from the container 
and none falls back in from its mouth. But if it is so that the tasil is 
a type of pigeon, let the mishna teach: Except for the pigeon and 
the tasil. Rabbi Zeira said: Although the tasil is a type of pigeon 
and sips the water as well, this, the tasil, sips the water and spits 
part of it back, and therefore disqualifies the water of purification, 
and that, the pigeon, sips but does not spit. 


Rav Yehuda says: The tzutzeyanei doves" are fit for sacrifice on 
the altar, and they are the doves of Rehava mentioned earlier. The 
Gemara raises an objection from a mishna (Nega’im 14:6): The 
Torah requires hyssop for the purification of a leper. It must be 
standard hyssop,"" and neither a hyssop of Greece, nor stibium 
hyssop, nor Roman hyssop, nor desert hyssop, nor any other kind 
of hyssop whose name is accompanied by a modifier. Likewise, 
tzutzeyanei doves should be unfit for sacrifice, because they have a 
modifier in their name. 


Abaye said: Any item whose name was modified before the giving 
of the Torah, and concerning which the Torah was particular 
when naming it, is unfit if its name is accompanied by a modifier, 
since the language of the Torah was formulated to exclude it. But 
the name of these tzutzeyanei doves was not modified, i.e., the 
modifier tzutzeyanei was not applied to them, before the giving of 
the Torah. Even though it was applied to them later, they are still 
fit for sacrifice. Alternatively, Rava said: The tzutzeyanei doves are 
called simply doves in their place of habitation. 


Similarly, Rav Yehuda says: These grasshoppers’ found among 
the shrubs are kosher and permitted for consumption. And those 
found among the cabbages" are forbidden. Ravina said: And we 
flog those who eat them on their account, due to the prohibition: 


“And all winged swarming things are impure unto you” (Deuter- 


onomy 14:19). And Rav Yehuda says: The bird called tzarda is 
permitted for consumption, and the barda is prohibited. And 
your mnemonic to remember which is which is this: Eat any bird 
except [bar] for it. As for the marda, it is uncertain whether it 
is kosher. 


Tzutzeyanei doves — 1%% 13W93: According to Rashi, this name 
derives from the area to which these birds are native. The Arukh 
explains that they have a fringe [tzitzit] on their heads. 


Hyssop - Site: Hyssop is specified in the Torah in a number of 


NOTES 


transgresses the prohibition against consuming winged swarm- 
ing things by eating non-kosher grasshoppers is obvious. Instead, 
karzei must be very small birds that swarm on the ground, and 
this statement teaches that they are treated as winged swarming 
things rather than birds. 


contexts: The original Paschal offering (see Exodus 12:22), the 


purification of a leper (see Leviticus 14:4), the leprous house 
(see Leviticus 14:49), and the rituals of the red heifer and of the 
water of purification (see Numbers 19:6, 18). The mishna here 


refers to all of these. 


These grasshoppers [karzei] — 193 137: The translation here 
follows Rashi’s explanation. According to Tosafot, though, a dis- 
cussion of grasshoppers at this point in the Gemara would be 
out of place. In addition, the comment of the Gemara that one 


Among the shrubs [hilfei]...among the cabbages [karvei] - 
213 131.. saben sat: The Arukh defines hilfei as reeds, while Rashi 
interprets it as nettles, and the Meiri translates it as thorns. All 
these explanations share an understanding that these crea- 
tures are found in uncultivated habitats. By contrast, karvei is 
understood by Rashi as cabbages. Rashi on 63a offers a different 
interpretation of karva as plowed soil, and this is the explanation 
of Sefer Halttur here as well. According to the Arukh, the word 
here is in fact kurei, denoting mounds of dirt. 
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Rav Asi says: There are eight uncertain cases:° The huva, huga, 
suga, and harnuga, tushelemi, and marda, kuhilna, and bar 
nappaha. The Gemara explains: What is their uncertainty? The 
gizzard of kosher birds can be peeled, as mentioned in the mishna, 
and the gizzard of non-kosher birds cannot be peeled, but the 
gizzard of these birds can be peeled" only with a knife." 
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The Gemara asks: But why should these not be kosher? Wasn't there 

a certain duck in the house of Mar Shmuel whose gizzard could 
not be peeled, and they set the gizzard in the sun, and once it 
softened it could be peeled? The Gemara responds: There, when 
it softened it could be peeled by hand. Here, in these eight cases, 
even when it softened it could be peeled only with a knife. 


Eight uncertain cases — nipa mia: There are several hypoth- 
eses as to the identifications of these birds, For six of these eight 
cases, the zoologist Israel Aharoni has posited those pictured here 
to be the correct identifications, even inspecting their gizzards 
and discovering that they can be peeled with a knife. 


Water rail, posited to be the tushlemi 


Baillon’s crake, posited to be the huva 


Purple swamphen, posited to be the marda 


i$ A 


—F 


Spotted crake, posited to be the huga 


Common moorhen, posited to be the bar nappaha 


Corn crake, posited to be the harnuga 


— ataxwa, — 


The gizzard of these birds can be peeled, etc. - 3717 

a>) aps: If the inner layer of a bird's gizzard can be 
peeled by hand, or if it is firmly attached but softens 
when placed in the sun such that it can be peeled by 
hand, it constitutes one of the three signs of a kosher 
bird, in accordance with the conclusion of the Gemara 
(Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Ma‘akhalot Assurot 1:18; 
Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De'a 82:2). 


——— ores —__— 


But the gizzard of these can be peeled only with 
a knife - x)»3D2 ayp 2370p a: The uncertainty is 
whether to consider this a sign of a kosher bird. These 
birds have the other three signs: They do not claw their 
prey, they have an extra digit, and they have a crop 
(Rashi). According to Tosafot, it follows that these are the 
three signs common to the majority of the non-kosher 
birds, and that the gizzard that can be peeled is the 
sign found in only one of them. Were this not the case, 
one would not need to be concerned that these eight 
birds may be non-kosher, since they all share the sign 
found in only one of the non-kosher birds, the peres or 
the ozniyya, neither of which are found in proximity to 
humans (see 61b-62a). This is also the explanation of 
Rabbeinu Hananel. Other early commentaries disagree. 
According to the Halakhot Gedolot, these eight birds 
have none of the other signs, and the uncertainty is 
whether they have this one sign or none at all. Accord- 
ing to Rabbeinu Tam, these eight birds possess two 
other signs: An extra digit and a crop. If their gizzards 
can be peeled, this proves that they have the fourth 
sign as well, that it does not claw its prey, since no 
non-kosher bird possesses only the first three signs 
(Ramban). 
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HALAKHA 

An Ammonite man but not an Ammonite 
woman - may sh iay: Ammonite and Moabite 
men are permanently prohibited from marrying 
Israelite women, though they may convert to Juda- 
ism (see Deuteronomy 23:4). A male Ammonite or 
Moabite convert may marry only a mamzeret, a 
convert, or a Gibeonite. This prohibition extends 
to the convert’s sons and their sons’ sons until the 
end of time. By contrast, it is permitted for a female 
Ammonite or Moabite convert to marry an Israelite 
man, just as it is permitted for converts from other 
nations to do so (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot 
Issurei Bia 12:18; Shulhan Arukh, Even HaEzer 4:2). 
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Abaye says: The swamp rooster™ is one of the eight uncertain 
cases, and this is the mardu, i.e., the marda mentioned earlier. Rav 
Pappa says: The swamp rooster is forbidden, but the swamphen 
is permitted. And your mnemonic to remember this is the state- 
ment of the Sages with regard to the verse: “An Ammonite or a 
Moabite shall not enter into the assembly of the Lord” (Deuteron- 
omy 23:4), that an Ammonite man is unfit to enter the assembly, 
but not an Ammonite woman." Mareimar taught: The swamphen 
is forbidden, because the Sages saw that it claws" its prey and eats 
it. And this is the giruta, a non-kosher bird (see 109b). 


Rav says: The bird called the shavor anderafta is permitted, but the 
piruz anderafta is forbidden. And your mnemonic to remember 
this is the known personality Piruz the Evil.” Rav Huna says: The 
bird called the bunya is permitted. The parva is forbidden. And 
your mnemonic to remember this is the known personality Parva’a 
the Sorcerer. 


Rav Pappa says: The bird known as the reclining and eating mardu 
is permitted, while the bowing and eating mardu is forbidden. 
And your mnemonic to remember this is the verse: “You shall bow 
down to no other god” (Exodus 34:14). Shmuel says: The bird 
called the wine drinker is forbidden. And your mnemonic to 
remember this is the halakha: Those who drank wine are unfit for 
service in the Temple. And Shmuel says: The bird called the wine 
pourer is forbidden. 


NOTES 


Swamp rooster — KINT xian: Many early commentaries cite 
in the name of Rashi that the swamp rooster and the swamphen 
are the male and female of the same species. But Rabbeinu Tam 
rejects this possibility, because the halakha is that any animal born 
of a kosher animal is kosher (see Bekhorot 5b). Rather, these are the 
names of two different species (Tosafot; Ra’avan). 


Swamp rooster — KIANT xdinin: According to Tosafot, the swamp 
rooster and swamphen are two different species. The swamp rooster, 
Tetrao urogallus, is called auerhahn in German and wood grouse in 
English. The swamphen, Tetrao tetrix, is called birkhuhn in German 
and black grouse in English. The suffix -hahn is masculine, while 
-huhn is feminine. 

According to contemporary nomenclature, these two birds are 
both part of the subfamily Tetraoninae, which is comprised of birds 
of slightly smaller size than chickens, and they are similar to mem- 
bers of the Phasianidae family, which includes chickens. 
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BACKGROUND 


Saw that it claws - A_ITT AVN: Rashi infers from this that one 
may not eat any bird unless one has a received tradition that it is 
kosher, because even if it is not widely observed to claw its prey, it 
is possible that it does so. Some early commentaries add that if a 
bird has a wide bill or wide feet like a goose, one can be certain that 
it is not a bird of prey (Ba'al HaMaor, citing the Sages of Provence). 


Black grouse 


Piruz the Evil — xay 119: This is possibly a reference to a Persian 
king of the same name who reigned at the end of the talmudic 
period, 459-484 CE. He was a zealous supporter of Zoroastrianism, 
and there are accounts of cruel acts that he committed against 
followers of other religions, including killing half the Jews of Isfahan 
and taking some of their children for the fire cult. 


Wood grouse 
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But the bird called the little wine pourer is permitted. And your 
mnemonic to remember this is the idiom of the Sages: The power 
of the son is greater than the power of the father, i.e., the larger is 
forbidden while the smaller is permitted. 


Rav Yehuda says: There are several types of shekitena.® The long- 
shanked red ones are permitted. And your mnemonic to remem- 
ber this is the murzema” bird, which is similar in appearance and 
known to be kosher. The little red ones are forbidden, and your 
mnemonic for this is the halakha that a dwarf priest is unfit for 
Temple service. The long-shanked green, i.e., yellow, ones are for- 
bidden, and your mnemonic for this is the mishna (56a): Innards 
that have turned green render an animal a tereifa and unfit for 
consumption. 


Rav Yehuda says: As for the shalakh,? listed as a non-kosher bird 
(see Leviticus 11:17), this is the bird that scoops [sholeh] fish out 
of the sea. The dukhifat® (see Leviticus 11:19) is the bird whose 
comb seems bent [hodo kafut] due to its thickness. The Gemara 
notes: This is also taught in a baraita: The dukhifat is the bird 
whose comb seems bent, and this is the bird that brought the 
shamir to the Temple." As recounted in tractate Gittin (68b), King 
Solomon required a unique worm called the shamir to carve stones 
of the Temple, as the verse states: “There was neither hammer nor 
ax nor any tool of iron heard in the house, while it was in building” 
(1 Kings 6:7). 


BACKGROUND 


NOTES 


Murzema — Kig: Rashi writes that this word refers to 
a known bird with a red body and long legs. According 
to this explanation, the colors mentioned in the Gemara 
refer to the body of the bird rather than its legs. The Arukh 
explains that murzema is a Persian word meaning long and 
red. Some variants of the text read: And your mnemonic 
is: Red innards are kosher, which is the conclusion of the 
sentence. The murzema is then an additional subject of the 
next passage of the Gemara. 


That brought the shamir to the Temple - vaw wanw 
WIPT mab: According to tradition, the shamir is one of 
the wondrous items created at the close of the sixth day of 
Creation (see Avot 5:6). The commentaries explain that the 
shamir was a very small creature or plant that broke any 
stone on which it was placed. In tractate Gittin (68a—b) it is 
recounted how the shamir was obtained from a wild cock 


called the cutter of mountains, which is also the Jargum’'s 
translation of dukhifat in the Torah. 


Shekitena — xa»): The shekitena is apparently the flamingo, 
of the genus Phoenicopterus, called the shekitan in modern 
Hebrew. Several possibilities have been suggested as to the 


identification of each type mentioned here. 


Greater flamingos, posited to be the long-shanked red shekitena 


is 


$ Oe 


Lesser flamingo, posited to be the little red shekitena 


Black-crowned night heron, posited to be the long-shanked green shekitena 


Shalakh - aby: This is possibly the fish owl, of the genus Ketupa, 
or the cormorant, of the genus Phalacrocorax. 


Great cormorant 


Purple heron, also posited to be the little red shekitena 


Brown fish owl 


Dukhifat - n9271: This apparently refers to the hoopoe, Upupa 
epops, a singular bird with an orange fringe on its head. It is 
apparently referred to by the Talmud in tractate Gittin as a wild 
cock because of this fringe. 
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NOTES 
Ba'ut - nxa: According to the Maharshal, the 
word ba'ut is not a species name but a word 
meaning disgusting. The tinshemet is then 
understood as both the most disgusting bird 
and the most disgusting creeping animal. 
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The Gemara recounts: When Rabbi Yohanan would see a shalakh, 
he would say: “Your judgments are like the great deep” (Psalms 
36:7), as God exacts retribution even upon the fish in the sea. 
When he would see an ant, he would say the first half of the same 
verse: “Your righteousness is like the mighty mountains,’ as 
God provides sustenance for the tiny ant just as He does for the 
largest creatures. 


Ameimar says: The laknei and batnei birds are permitted. As for 
the sakna’ei and batna’ei birds, in any place that it is customary 
to eat them, one may eat them; in any place that it is customary 
not to eat them, one may not eat them. The Gemara asks: Is that 
to say that the matter of whether it is permitted depends on 
custom? The Gemara responds: Yes, but it is not difficult: This 
place where they are forbidden is a place where the peres and 
ozniyya are found. Since they are similar to these birds, one must 
be concerned that people will confuse them, even though the 
sakna’ei and batna’ei are themselves kosher. That place where 
they are permitted is a place where the peres and ozniyya are 
not found. 


Abaye says: The birds called kevai and kakvai are forbidden, but 
the kakvata® is permitted. Still, in the West, Eretz Yisrael, they 
flog one who eats it on its account, and they call it tahveta. 


The Sages taught in a baraita: The tinshemet,* listed in the Torah 
as non-kosher (see Leviticus 11:18), is the ba’ut™® among birds. 
One might ask: Do you say that it is the ba’ut among birds, or is 
it only the ba’ut among creeping animals? The tinshemet is also 
listed among the creeping animals (see Leviticus 11:30). Say: Go 
out and learn from the thirteen hermeneutical principles, of 
which one is: A matter derived from its context.” What are the 
adjacent verses speaking about? They are speaking about birds. 
So too here, the word tinshemet is referring to birds. 


BACKGROUND 


Kevai and kakvai...kakvata — SOXIPP..2X PPI Kp: Elsewhere, geese 
are referred to as kakei, and it is therefore likely that these birds are 
similar. Their names apparently derive from their calls, in light of the 
fact that the Hebrew letter vav was once pronounced as a w. This 
tradition of pronunciation is preserved in Yemenite communities. 


Tinshemet — nawan: This is the barn owl, Tyto alba, a nocturnal bird 
of prey. It is called the tinshemet due its breathing [neshima], which 
sounds like snoring. 

The tinshemet that is a creeping animal has been variously identi- 
fied as the mole, rat, or chameleon. 
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Ba'ut - mxa: There are several possible explanations of this word. A 
similar word exists in Greek: Bbac, buas, meaning eagle owl. Some 
suggest that the word is an imitation of the call of the bird in question, 
and this could explain why the chameleon, which makes a similar 
sound, is also called a ba'ut elsewhere in the Talmud. Other definitions 
offered for ba'ut are: Disgusting, shouter, and nocturnal. 


Matter derived from its context — i273 soba 31: This is one of 
Rabbi Yishmael’s hermeneutical principles. An unclear verse must be 
interpreted in light of the context in which it appears. For example, 
the verse “You shall not steal” in the Ten Commandments (Exodus 
20:13; Deuteronomy 5:17) would at first glance seem to refer to stealing 
money, but since the other offenses appearing in that passage are 
capital crimes, e.g., murder and adultery, the Talmud interprets this 
verse as referring to kidnapping. 


Barn owl 
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The Gemara notes: It is also taught in a baraita in this way with 
regard to the tinshemet listed among the creeping animals: The 
tinshemet here is the ba’ut among creeping animals. One might ask: 
Do you say that it is the ba’‘ut among creeping animals, or it is only 
the ba’‘ut among birds? Say: Go out and learn from the thirteen 
hermeneutical principles, of which one is: A matter derived from 
its context. What are the adjacent verses speaking about? They are 
speaking about creeping animals. So too here, the word tinshemet 
is referring to creeping animals. 


Abaye says: The ba’ut among birds is commonly called the kifof.® 
The ba’ut among creeping animals is commonly called the kurpedai. 
Rav Yehuda says: As for the kaaf? listed in the Torah as non-kosher 
(see Leviticus 11:18), this is the bird called a kuk. As for the raham, 
this is the sherakrak.® 


Rabbi Yohanan says: Why is it called the raham? Because when 

the raham comes to Eretz Yisrael, mercy [rahamim] comes to the 

world, as it appears at the beginning of the rainy season. Rav Beivai 

bar Abaye said: And it is a sign of rain only when it sits on some- 
thing and makes a sherakrak sound. And it is learned as a tradition 

that if it sits on the ground and hisses [veshareik], this is a sign that 

the Messiah is coming, as it is stated: “I will hiss [eshreka] for 

them, and gather them” (Zechariah 10:8). 


Rav Adda bar Shimi said to Mar bar Rav Idai: But wasn’t there a 
certain raham that sat on a plowed field and hissed, and a stone 
came and broke its head? Mar bar Rav Idai said to him: That raham 
was a liar and was punished for prophesying falsely. 


Kifof — 515%: According to Rashi, this refers to the bat. The Sages — 
note elsewhere (Nidda 23a) that the kifofhas eyes in the front of 


its head and jaws like a human. 


BACKGROUND 


Raham, this is the sherakrak — prpw it on: Sherakrak is the 
Arabic term for the European roller (Coracias garrulus), a color- 
ful bird around the size of a jackdaw, with a slightly hooked 


beak, and which preys on small mammals, reptiles, and insects. 
Rav Se’adya Gaon identifies the raham as the Egyptian vulture, 
Neophron percnopterus, based on the fact that this is its name 
in Arabic. 


Ka‘at — nxp: Some identify this as the little owl, Athene noctua. 
The little owl is a small nocturnal predator measuring up to 
22 cm and is common in Eretz Yisrael. It is mostly dark brown 
with white markings, and its belly is pale with brown markings. 
Its legs are covered with a fine down. It has a flat face with 
bright yellow eyes. 

Other possible identifications of the ka‘at include the pelican, 
of the genus Pelecanus, and cuckoo, of the Cuculidae family. 


Pelican 


Little owl Common cuckoo Egyptian vulture 
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With regard to the verse: “Every orev after its kinds” (Leviticus 11:15), 
the Sages taught in a baraita: As for the orev, this is the crow. When 
the verse states: “Every orev,’ this serves to include the valley crow? 
as non-kosher. And the verse states: “After its kinds,” to include 
the crow that comes at the heads of pigeons.’ 


The Gemara explains: The Master said: As for the orev, this is the 
crow. Is that to say that the particular crow stands before us, such 
that one immediately knows which one it is? Rather, say: As for the 
orev, this is the black crow, and so the verse states: “His locks are 
curled, and black as a crow” (Song of Songs 5:11). The Gemara 
continues to explain the baraita: The valley crow [ha’amaki] is the 
white crow. And so the verse states with regard to leprosy: “If the 
appearance thereof be deeper [amok] than the skin” (Leviticus 
13:30), and the Sages explained: As the appearance of an area lit by 
the sun, which seems deeper than the shade, which appears to 
cover it. There is therefore an association between a valley and the 
color white. 


And with regard to the crow that comes at the heads of pigeons, 
Rav Pappa said: Do not say that the baraita means that it comes 
at the head of pigeons, i.e., it dwells with them; rather, it means 
that this crow’s head resembles that of a pigeon. 


With regard to the verse: “And the netz after its kinds” (Leviticus 
11:16), the Sages taught: As for the netz,” this is the hawk. The verse 
states: “After its kinds,” to include the bird called bar hireya. The 
Gemara asks: What is the bar hireya? Abaye said: It is the bird 
commonly called the shurineka. 


Valley crow [orev] - 91a 27y: Some identify this as the Eurasian 
magpie, Pica pica, a bird in the crow family. 


Eurasian magpie 


Crow [orev] that comes at the heads of pigeons - x37 aiy 
Dn) wT: Some suggest that this is the Eurasian jay, Garrulus 


glandarius. 


Eurasian jay 


BACKGROUND — 
Netz — ¥3: This likely refers to hawks of the genus Accipiter. These 
birds are known for their excellent eyesight, which is eight times 
better than that of humans. In fact, they can see an object 1 cm 
long from a distance of 80 m. This genus contains some forty- 
seven species, including five that can be observed in Eretz Yisrael. 


Eurasian sparrow hawk 


This file may not be reproduced or distributed in any form without express permission from the publisher 


mah PIi- "PRN? ATP 31 ON 
DOPDN Mey -IPEN Aw xp MA? 
Jaa TT it = PIDIN TAIN DY 
DY NaN - TPIS ABW NYP MA? 

pnan 


MTD D1 VIN NTON 173317 31 Was 
DWY 334 WAX KITT PIS pY 31 Vas 
n a% TOS IT PRAV nidiy TYIN) 
8 KITT NTN AY STEN 112 p 
-TÝN MBIT IM ONY — 1p 
SPN AST DA IMI TM DWY 
FMW TIN TIYDI KIND NNNNA 

INT PIM prey nay — ry 


PAVN JANT MIK WY 137 YD TON 
-anya rimy ram” "ayay 77 
MI DY PWY ITS YIN JND T 
TT TION - TT] TINT BN VAN 
POND PWIND 


With regard to the verse: “And the hasida, and the anafa after its 
kinds” (Leviticus 11:19), Rav Yehuda says: As for the hasida,’ this 
is the white dayya. And why is it called hasida? Since it performs 
charity [hasidut] for its fellows, giving them from its own food. As 
for the anafa,’ this is the irritable dayya. And why is it called 
anafa? Since it quarrels [mena’efet]" with its fellows. 


§ Rav Hanan bar Rav Hisda says that Rav Hisda says that Rav 
Hanan, son of Rava, says that Rav says: There are twenty-four 
non-kosher birds." Rav Hanan bar Rav Hisda said to Rav Hisda, 
his father: From where in the Torah is this number obtained? If you 
are referring to the list of Leviticus (11:13-19), there are only twenty 
birds listed there. If you are referring to the list of Deuteronomy 
(14:12-18), there are only twenty-one there. And if you would say: 
Add the da'a, which is written in Leviticus but is not written in 
Deuteronomy, to the others in Deuteronomy, still there are only 
twenty-two. 


Rav Hisda said to him: This is what your mother’s father, Rav 
Hanan, son of Rava, said in the name of Rav: The phrases “after its 
kinds,” “after its kinds,” “after its kinds,” and “after its kinds,’ that 
appear in each list indicate additional cases. Here, then, are four 
more. The Gemara objects: If so, there are twenty-six, not twenty- 
four. Abaye said: The da'a mentioned in Leviticus and the ra'a 
mentioned in Deuteronomy are one bird. As, ifit enters your mind 
that they are two different birds, 


Hasida — nton: This is usually identified as genus Ciconia, part of 
the stork family. One characteristic of storks is that they feed their 


young until maturation. 


White stork 


Anafa - 753%: The anafa is identified as the heron, of the genus 
Ardeidae. Herons are a family of medium- to large-sized wading 
birds with long legs and necks. They differ from other birds of 
similar appearance, such as storks, in that they fly with their necks 
retracted. Herons live in and around water, and they subsist largely 
on fish, frogs, and other small aquatic animals. Several species of 
heron inhabit Eretz Yisrael, three of which are shown here. 


Squacco heron 


Little egret 


Grey heron 


mayan: In light of some man- 
uscripts, it is possible that this word is a corruption 
of me‘anefet, meaning to anger (see Deuteronomy 


Quarrels [menaéfet] - 


9:8). 


There are twenty-four non-kosher birds - mwy 
17 pap misty mya: There are twenty-four spe- 
cies of non- kosher ‘birds, They are: (1) the nesher, (2) 
the peres; (3) the ozniyya; (4) the da'a, called ra'a in 
Deuteronomy; (5) the ayya, called dayya in Deuter- 
onomy; (6) another kind of ayya, referred to by the 
phrase “after its kinds”; (7) the orev; (8) another kind 
of orev called zarzir; (9) the ya'ana; (10) the tahmas; 
(m) the shahaf, (12) the netz; (13) another kind of netz 
called shurineka; (14) the kos; (15) the shalakh; (16) 
the yanshuf, (17) the tinshemet; (18) the ka‘at; (19) the 
rahama; (20) the hasida; (21) the anafa; (22) another 
kind of anafa; (23) the dukhifat; and (24) the atallef. 
This is in accordance with the opinion of Rav Hisda, 
citing Rav (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Ma‘akhalot 
Assurot 1:14). 
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The list in Deuteronomy ce comes to add — mia mwa 
NON NIT rind: This assumption is based on the 
statement of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi cited later, that the 
list of non-kosher animals appearing in Deuteronomy, 
chapter 14, includes all those listed in Leviticus, chap- 
ter 11, and adds additional birds as well. Given this 
assumption, it cannot be that a bird listed in Leviticus 
is not listed in Deuteronomy. Rather, one of the birds 
listed in Deuteronomy must actually be synonymous 
with that bird listed only in Leviticus. 


_ BACKGROUND © 

Just as the ra'a and da'a are one - AT TNW OWS 
XT INN: According to Abaye, the ra'a ‘and the dayya 
are different species. Some identify the dayya as one 
of the kites in genus Milvus, all of which swoop [doeh] 
through in the air in pursuit of prey. They identify the 
ra'a as the buzzard, of the genus Buteo, a bird with 
particularly sharp eyesight [re‘iya] that can pursue 
prey for hours on end. 


Red kite 


Steppe buzzard 
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one might ask: Since it is assumed that the list in Deuteronomy 
comes to add" to the list in Leviticus, what is different here, in 
Leviticus, that it is written: “Daa,” and what is different here, in 
Deuteronomy, that it is written: “Raa,” and da'a is not written? 
Rather, conclude from the presence of each on only one list that 
the ra'a and da'a are one species. 


The Gemara objects: But still, there are twenty-five birds, not 
twenty-four. Abaye said: Just as the ra'a and da'a are one’ spe- 
cies, so too, the ayya and the dayya, the latter of which is men- 
tioned only in Deuteronomy, are one species. As, ifit enters your 
mind that they are two different species, one might ask: Since it 
is assumed that the list in Deuteronomy comes to add to the list 
in Leviticus, what is different here, in Leviticus, that it is written: 

“After its kinds,’ about the ayya, prohibiting some other kind of 
ayya, and what is different there, in Deuteronomy, that it is writ- 
ten: “After its kinds,’ about the dayya? Why is the ayya not men- 
tioned? Rather, learn from the use of the same phrase with regard 
to the ayya and dayya that they are one species. 


The Gemara asks: And now that the ayya and dayya are one spe- 
cies, why did the Torah need to write both ayya and dayya in 
Deuteronomy? The Gemara responds: As it is taught in a baraita 
that Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi says: Given that the two are one spe- 
cies, I will read ayya and know that it is forbidden. Why is dayya 
stated? It is so as not to give a claim to a litigant to disagree, and 
it should not occur that you call it an ayya and he calls it a dayya 
and eats it. Likewise, the Torah did not write only dayya so that it 
will not occur that you call it a dayya and he calls it an ayya and 
eats it. Therefore, the Torah writes in Deuteronomy: “And the 
ra'a, and the ayya, and the dayya after its kinds” (Deuteronomy 
14:13). Consequently, both the list in Leviticus and that in Deuter- 
onomy enumerate twenty-four birds, in accordance with the 
statement attributed to Rav. 


The Gemara raises an objection from a baraita: Why is the list of 
non-kosher animals in Leviticus repeated? It is due to the neces- 
sity of adding the shesua (Deuteronomy 14:7), which was not 

listed in Leviticus. And the list of non-kosher birds is repeated due 

to the ra'a. What, is it not understood from the fact that the extra 

list of animals there, in Deuteronomy, is to add animals, that the 

list of birds is also repeated to add birds? The Gemara responds: 
No, there, i.e., with regard to animals, the list is repeated to add, 
but here, with regard to birds, it is repeated only to explain. 


And the opinion that the daa and ra'a are one species, and that the 
ayya and dayya are another species, differs from the opinion of 
Rabbi Abbahu, as Rabbi Abbahu says: The ra'a is the ayya. 
And why is it called the ra'a? Since it sees [ro‘ah] most vividly. 
And so the verse states: “That path no bird of prey knows, nei- 
ther has the eye of the ayya seen it” (Job 28:7). And a Sage 
taught: The ra'a can stand in Babylonia and see a carcass in 
Eretz Yisrael. 


The Gemara discusses Rabbi Abbahu’s statement: Since the ra'a 

is the same as the ayya, by inference, one may conclude that the 

da'a is not the same as the ra'a; otherwise, there are not twenty- 
four non-kosher birds. But since it is assumed that the list in Deu- 
teronomy comes to add to the list in Leviticus, what is different 
here, in Leviticus, that it is written: “Da‘a,” and what is different 
there, in Deuteronomy, that da'a is not written? Rather, must one 

not conclude from the discrepancy that the two are the same? If 
so, one must conclude that according to Rabbi Abbahu, the da'a 

and ra'a and ayya are all one species. 
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And furthermore, from the fact that Rabbi Abbahu holds that the 
ra'a is the same as the ayya, by inference, one may conclude that 
the dayya is not the same as the ayya. But if so, one may ask again: 
What is different there, in Leviticus, that it is written: “After its 
kinds,’ about the ayya, and what is different here, in Deuteron- 
omy, that it is not written: “After its kinds,’ about the ayya but 
about the dayya? Rather, the ayya and dayya must be one species. 
And one may learn from the combination of the two disputes that 
according to Rabbi Abbahu, the da'a and ra'a, dayya and ayya are 
all one species. Consequently, according to Rabbi Abbahu, there 
are only twenty-three non-kosher species. 


§ With regard to the phrase: “The ayya after its kinds” (Leviticus 
11:14), itis taught in a baraita that Isi ben Yehuda says: There are 
one hundred non-kosher birds in the East, and they are all spe- 
cies of ayya. Avimi, son of Rabbi Abbahu, taught: There are 
seven hundred types of non-kosher fish," and eight hundred 
types of non-kosher grasshopper, and there are countless birds. 
The Gemara protests: Are there countless non-kosher birds? But 
there are only twenty-four non-kosher birds’ mentioned in the 
Torah. Rather, Avimi must have meant: And there are countless 
kosher birds. 


It is taught in a baraita: Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi says: It is revealed 

and known before the One Who spoke and the world came into 

being that the species of non-kosher animals are more numerous 

than the kosher ones. Therefore, the Torah lists the kosher ani- 
mals, teaching that all the rest are non-kosher. On the other hand, 
it is revealed and known before the One Who spoke and the 

world came into being that the species of kosher birds are more 

numerous than the non-kosher ones. Therefore, the Torah lists 

the non-kosher birds. 


The Gemara asks: What is this baraita teaching us? The Gemara 
responds: As Rav Huna says that Rav says, and some say that Rav 
Huna says that Rav says in the name of Rabbi Meir: A person 
should always teach his student in a concise manner," just as the 
Torah is concise in its language. 


Rabbi Yitzhak says: A kosher bird may be eaten on the strength 
of a tradition™ that it is kosher, without inspecting for the signs 
listed in the mishna. And the hunter is deemed credible to say: 
My teacher conveyed to me that this bird is kosher. Rabbi 
Yohanan said: And this is the halakha only when the teacher is 
familiar with the non-kosher birds and with their names. 


HALAKHA 


A person should always teach his student in a concise manner — 
mxp IN toda DIN mw» oriy: A person should always strive 
to be silent and to speak only about matters of wisdom or those 
necessary for his physical well-being. Even with regard to matters of 
Torah and wisdom, one should express complex concepts concisely, 
in accordance with the Sages’ dictum: A person should always 
teach his student in a concise manner (Rambam Sefer HaMadda, 
Hilkhot Deot 2:4). 


A kosher bird may be eaten on the strength of a tradition — iy 
miona bors sive: A kosher bird may be eaten on the strength of 
a tradition, in accordance with the statement of Rabbi Yitzhak, as 


long as the tradition is generally accepted in the place in question. 
A hunter is deemed credible to identify a given bird as kosher based 
on his learning from a master hunter, as long as the master hunter 
was familiar with all the species of non-kosher birds, in accordance 
with the statement of Rabbi Yohanan. If the hunter received this 
knowledge from a Sage rather than a master hunter, it is not cred- 
ible. Nowadays, there are no hunters with sufficient knowledge, and 
one must rely on tradition. If a Torah scholar testifies that a bird is 
kosher based on tradition, he is deemed credible (Rambam Sefer 
Kedusha, Hilkhot Ma‘akhalot Assurot 1:15; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 
82:2 and Shakh there). 


NOTES 

Seven hundred types of fish — 0°37 2» NİKA paw: 
Rashi writes that Avimi is referring to non-kosher fish 
and grasshoppers. Some even favor textual variants 
that include this in the language of the baraita (see 
Tosafot). The statement teaches that if one is familiar 
with all seven hundred non-kosher species and finds 
another fish with no scales, he may assume that it is 
kosher and that it had scales in the past or will grow 
them in the future. Likewise, if one is familiar with 
all the non-kosher species of grasshoppers and finds 
another one without jumping legs (see 59a), he may 
eat it (Tosafot). 


There are only twenty-four non-kosher birds — 
WW yaw pwy Nidip: According to Tosafot, there 
are many more species of non-kosher bird. The Torah 
lists twenty-four species only to convey the signs 
necessary for recognizing the rest. In any event, 
the Gemara protests that the non-kosher birds can 
be easily identified by means of the signs, and the 
number of kosher birds must be far greater (see 
Tosafot on 61a). 


A kosher bird may be eaten on the strength of a 
tradition - nyonga bors itv qiy: This refers to an 
ancestral or rabbinic tradition, or the memory of 
seeing a pious person eat the bird (Rashi). In such 
a case, the bird need not have any of the signs of a 
kosher bird, since the tradition began with some- 
one familiar with all the non-kosher birds who was 
certain that this was not one of them (see 62a). Still, 
if the bird has a sign of a non-kosher bird, e.g. it is a 
bird that claws its prey or splits its digits evenly when 
perched on a line, it is forbidden, since this proves 
the tradition false (see Shakh, citing Maharshal). 
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Rabbi Zeira raises a dilemma: Was Rabbi Yohanan referring to the 
hunter’s teacher the Sage, or to his teacher the hunter," i.e., the 
one who taught him how to hunt? The Gemara responds: Come 
and hear proof from that which Rabbi Yohanan said: And this 
applies only when the teacher is familiar with them and with 
their names. Granted, if you say this is referring to his teacher 
the hunter, this works out well. But if you say it is referring to 
his teacher the Sage, granted, a Sage will know their names, 
since he has learned them, but does he recognize the birds them- 
selves? Rather, must one not conclude from it that Rabbi Yohanan 
referred to his teacher the hunter? The Gemara concludes: Indeed, 
conclude from it that this is so. 


§ The Sages taught in a baraita: One may buy eggs from the 
gentiles" anywhere, and one need not be concerned, neither with 
regard to carcasses, i.e., that the egg may have been removed from 
a carcass of a bird and therefore forbidden, nor with regard to eggs 
from tereifot,’ because neither of these possibilities is likely. 


The Gemara objects: But perhaps they are from a non-kosher bird. 
Shmuel’s father said: The baraita is referring to a case where the 
gentile says they are of such and such bird, which is known to be 
kosher. The Gemara challenges: But if the gentile is deemed cred- 
ible, let him say only that they are of a kosher bird. Why does he 
need to name the species? The Gemara responds: If so, if he does 
not name the species, he has the opportunity to deflect scrutiny if 
he is dishonest; but if he names the species, one can bring other 
eggs of the same species to compare and validate the claim. 


The Gemara asks: But why must one rely on the gentile? Let him 
inspect the eggs for signs, as itis taught in a baraita: Like the signs 
of kosher eggs, so too are the signs of fish. The Gemara interjects: 
Can it enter your mind that the baraita is referring to the signs of 
fish? The Merciful One states them explicitly in the Torah: “Fins 
and scales” (Leviticus 11:9). Rather, say: So too are the signs of 


NOTES 


His teacher [rabbo] the Sage or his teacher the hunter - ian 
‘wy 131 ix DSM: The word rav is used in the Talmud to denote 
both teachers of Torah and teachers of professions. At times, the 
Tosefta also seeks to clarify the precise meaning of the term in a 
given context (Bava Metzia 2:30). 


Neither with regard to carcasses nor with regard to tereifot — 
mipqy own x) may own xd: Beit Shammai holds that eggs 
removed from a carcass are permitted, while Beit Hillel deems 


One may buy eggs from the gentiles, etc. - ja o’¥’a papi 
D1 Dist: One may buy eggs from a hunter, and one need not 
be concerned that they are from a tereifa or removed from a 
carcass, in accordance with the baraita. This applies only if the 
hunter says that they are from a specific species that is known to 
be kosher. If he says simply that they are from a kosher bird with- 
out naming the species, one may not trust him, in accordance 
with the conclusion of the Gemara. According to the Rambam 
and the Shulhan Arukh, this applies only with regard to a Jewish 
hunter, in accordance with the version of the text possessed by 
the Rif. One may not buy eggs from a gentile hunter unless it is 


HALAKHA 


them forbidden. Both agree that the eggs of a tereifa are for- 
bidden, because they grew inside an animal that was already 
forbidden for consumption while alive (see 58a and Eduyyot 5:1). 
The Gemara here teaches that not only does one not need to be 
concerned that the egg was removed from a carcass, in which 
case Beit Shammai would deem it permitted in any event, but 
even that one need not be concerned that it came from a tereifa, 
in which case it would be forbidden according to all opinions. 


clear from the eggs’ appearance that they are from a kosher bird. 
According to the Tur and the Rema, gentile hunters, like Jewish 
hunters, may be trusted if they name the species. According to 
he Shulhan Arukh, one may buy eggs from anyone today, since 
eggs from non-kosher birds are uncommon. The Rema adds that 
his applies only to common eggs, such as those of chickens and 
geese. One may not buy rare, unusual eggs unless they exhibit 
he signs detailed in the Gemara (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot 
Ma‘akhalot Assurot 3:19; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 86:1-2, and in 
he comment of Rema, and see Shakh there). 
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fish embryos,*™" i.e., fish eggs found in the fish’s innards. 


The Gemara continues: And it is taught in a baraita about eggs that 
these are the signs of bird eggs: Any egg that narrows’ at the top 
and is rounded, so that one of its ends is rounded and the other 
one ofits ends is pointed, is kosher. If both ofits ends are rounded 
or both of its ends are pointed, they are non-kosher. If the albu- 
men is on the outside and the yolk on the inside, it is kosher. If the 
yolk is on the outside and the albumen on the inside, it is non- 
kosher. If the yolk and albumen are mixed’ with each other, it is 
certainly the egg of a creeping animal. Therefore, ifit is possible to 
recognize a kosher egg by these signs, there is no need to rely on 
the gentile. 


The Gemara responds: No, it is necessary if the eggs have already 
been cut and one cannot know their original shape. The Gemara 
challenges: But let him inspect the yolk and the albumen, to see 
which is inside and which is outside. The Gemara responds: The 
baraita deals with a case where the eggs are mixed in a bowl, and it 
is impossible to discern this. 


The Gemara counters: But in a case like this, where the eggs are 
mixed, may we buy eggs from them? Isn’t it taught in another 
baraita: One may sell the egg of a tereifa bird to a gentile only" if 
it is mixed in a bow]; therefore, one may not buy eggs mixed in a 
bowl from them, because they may be from tereifot? If so, it cannot 
be that the baraita deals with a case where they are mixed, and one 
should be able to inspect the yolk and albumen. 


Rather, Rabbi Zeira said: The signs of a kosher egg are not valid 
by Torah law. As, if you do not say so, one encounters difficulty 
with that which Rav Asi says: There are eight birds whose kosher 
status is uncertain. Why is there uncertainty? Let one inspect their 
eggs for the signs listed in the baraita to determine whether they are 
kosher. Rather, learn from it that the signs are not valid by Torah 
law and one may not rely on them. 


NOTES 


Fish embryos — 037 ary: This refers to masses of eggs, also known 
as roe, that can be found inside a fish. According to the version of 
the Rif, the text reads: Fish innards, and refers to the swim bladder, 
which is pointed at one end and rounded at the other in kosher 
fish (see Avoda Zara 4ob). 


Internal organs of a fish 


Fish embryos — 0937 "ary: If fish eggs have two pointed or two 
rounded ends, they are not kosher. According to most halakhic 
authorities, the same applies to the fish innards (Rambam Sefer 
Kedusha, Hilkhot Ma‘akhalot Assurot 3:20; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 
83:8, and in the comment of Rema). 


One may sell the egg of a tereifa to a gentile only, etc. — 131 px 
^a) xbx nb TW nX: One may not sell an egg from a carcass or 
tereifa to a gentile, lest the gentile sell it back to a Jew. One may 
mix the egg in a bowl and sell it to a gentile, because Jews are then 


HALAKHA 


Swim bladder of the common bream, a kosher fish, with a pointed end and a 
rounded end 


prohibited from buying it. One may not buy an egg mixed in a bowl 
from a gentile, since it may have been sold to him by a Jew because 
it was prohibited for consumption. Some say that in places where 
Jews buy bread from gentiles, one may not sell forbidden eggs to 
them even when they are mixed, since the gentile may mix them 
into bread that he sells to Jews. In places where Jews do not buy 
bread from the gentiles, one need not be concerned (Rambam Sefer 
Kedusha, Hilkhot Ma‘akhalot Assurot 3:19; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 
86:10, and in the comment of Rema). 


BACKGROUND 
Fish embryos — 0937 ay: In most kosher fish, the 
eggs themselves are round. Therefore, it seems that 
the Gemara here refers to the cluster of eggs, which 
is rounded at one end and pointed at the other. 


Dried sac of mullet roe, with pointed end and rounded end 


Any egg that narrows - nytinw bs: Only eggs of 
kosher birds are asymmetrical, with one pointed 
and one rounded end. Eggs of non-kosher birds are 
usually either rounded or pointed at both ends. 


Yolk and albumen are mixed - pariyayisym piadn: 
Eggs of reptiles contain little or no albumen. The 


color of the fluid inside the egg is pale yellow, and it 
appears as though the yolk and albumen are mixed. 
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HALAKHA 


If both of its ends are rounded, etc. - PERI w 
3) 173: These are the signs to discern whether an 
egg is from a kosher bird or a non-kosher bird: If both 
ends of the egg are broad and rounded, or if they 
are both pointed, or if the yolk is on the outside and 
the albumen on the inside, it is certainly the egg of 
a non-kosher bird. Even if the seller claims it is from 
a kosher bird, one may not trust him. If one end is 
rounded and the other pointed, and the albumen is 
outside and the yolk inside, it may be from either a 
kosher or non-kosher bird. One then consults with 
a Jewish hunter. If he says that they are from such 
and such a species, which is known to be kosher, one 
may trust him. If he says they come from a kosher 
bird but does not name the species, one may not 
trust him. Therefore, one may not buy eggs from 
a gentile unless he recognizes that they are from 
a specific kosher species, in accordance with the 
statement of Rabbi Zeira that the signs are not from 
the Torah. This is in accordance with the Rif’s ver- 
sion of the baraita, which refers to a Jewish hunter 
rather than a gentile seller. According to the Tur and 
the Rema, the halakha with regard to a gentile is 
the same as that of a Jew, in accordance with the 
standard version of the Gemara text (Rambam Sefer 
Kedusha, Hilkhot Ma‘akhalot Assurot 3:18; Shulhan 
Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 86:1). 


LANGUAGE 
Tissue developed [rikema] - mmap: From the root 
reish, kuf, mem, meaning to weave. The word in this 
context denotes the formation of body tissue. A 
similar usage is found in the book of Psalms: “When | 
was made in secret, and curiously wrought [rukamti] 
in the lowest parts of the earth” (Psalms 139:15). 


BACKGROUND 

Flogged - mph: Prohibitions are, as a rule, punish- 
able by lashes, although there are several exceptions. 
For instance, lashes are not administered unless 
there are two witnesses to the transgression, and 
unless the sinner was forewarned immediately prior 
to violating the prohibition. According to halakha, 
a court of three is required in order to administer 
lashes. 
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The Gemara asks: But if one may not rely on these signs, with 
regard to what halakha is the baraita teaching them? The Gemara 
responds: This is what the baraita is saying: If both of its ends are 
rounded," or both its ends are pointed, or the yolk is on the 
outside and the albumen is on the inside, it is certainly non- 
kosher. But if one of its ends is pointed and one of its ends is 
rounded, and the albumen is on the outside and the yolk on the 
inside, and the gentile says to you that it is from such and such 
bird, and that bird is kosher, rely on the signs. But if he offers no 
specification of the type of bird, or if one simply finds eggs with 
these signs, do not rely on them, since there are crow’s eggs that 
resemble those of a pigeon. 


The Gemara analyzes the baraita: The Master said: Ifthe albumen 
and yolk are mixed with each other, it is certainly the egg of a 
creeping animal and not of a non-kosher bird. The Gemara asks: 
For what halakha is this information necessary? Either way, the 
egg is forbidden. Rav Ukva bar Hama said: The baraita means to 
say that if tissue of an embryo developed [rikema]'" inside it 
and it was perforated, and one touched it, it transmits ritual 
impurity provided that the embryo is at least the size of a lentil- 
bulk, because the carcass of a creeping animal of this size is a 
source of ritual impurity. 


Ravina objects to this: But perhaps it is the egg of asnake, whose 
carcass does not transmit ritual impurity, even though the albumen 
and yolk of its eggs are mixed together. Rather, Rava said: The 
baraita does not teach about ritual impurity, but rather that if 
tissue of an embryo developed inside the egg and one ate it, he 
is flogged™ on its account, due to the prohibition: “And every 
swarming thing that swarms upon the earth is a detestable thing; 
it shall not be eaten” (Leviticus 11:41). 


The Gemara asks: If so, why specifically mention the egg of a 
non-kosher creeping animal? The same would apply even for 
one who eats the embryo of a kosher bird" as well. In either case, 
one is flogged, as it is taught in a baraita that the verse: “Every 
swarming thing that swarms upon the earth,” 


NOTES 
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That if tissue of an embryo developed, etc. — 131 m99 DNW: 
This refers to a mishna later in the tractate (126b): The egg of a 
creeping animal in which tissue of an embryo developed is ritually 
pure, as the impure creeping animal is hermetically sealed. But if 
one perforated the egg with a perforation of any size, one who 
comes in contact with the egg is ritually impure, since the shell is 
then considered part of the animal itself (see Rashi). The creeping 
animal to which the Gemara is referring here is one of the eight 
listed as impure in the Torah (see Leviticus 11:29, 30), some of which 
lay eggs. 


He is flogged - mph: Tosafot ask why one who eats such an egg 
transgresses a prohibition only when an embryo had developed 
in the egg. As a rule, anything born of a non-kosher animal is itself 
non-kosher (Bekhorot 5b), which would indicate that eating any egg 
of a creeping animal would be tantamount to eating the animal 
itself. Tosafot answer that if an egg were truly considered part of 
the animal, it would be prohibited to eat even the eggs of kosher 
birds due to the prohibition against eating flesh of a live animal. 


Since eggs of kosher birds are permitted, eggs must be considered 
entities separate from the animal that laid them. If so, eggs of non- 
kosher birds are prohibited only due to a special restriction in the 
Torah. Others suggest that the prohibition does not apply to eggs 
before the embryo develops, because they are considered waste 
of the animal rather than progeny, similar to spoiled meat of a 
carcass, which is not subject to a Torah prohibition. According to 
the Ramban, the unfertilized egg of a creeping animal is prohibited, 
but not due to the biblical injunction against swarming things (see 
also Rashi). 


Even one who eats the embryo of a kosher bird - miny yon: 
Early commentaries disagree with regard to the halakha of one who 
eats an embryo of anon-kosher bird. According to the Rambam, he 
is liable to receive lashes due to the prohibition against consuming 
winged swarming things (Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Ma‘akhalot Assurot 
3:8). According to the Rashba, he is not liable to receive lashes at all. 
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serves to include chicks of pigeons whose eyes have not yet 
opened" in the prohibition against consuming swarming things. 


The Gemara responds: This prohibition is by rabbinic law, and the 
verse cited is a mere support for it. One who eats the embryo of a 
kosher bird is not liable to receive lashes. 
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§ The Sages taught in a baraita: Kosher eggs that have been boiled 
with non-kosher eggs" are permitted. Unfertilized eggs" are per- 
mitted, and one of strong constitution may eat them, even if the 
hen has sat on them for a long period of time. If a drop [koret]' of 
blood is found on it,""® one discards the blood, which is the first 


stage of an embryo’s development, and eats the rest. 


NOTES 


Chicks whose eyes have not yet opened - n79) xv DMD 
Dy: This denotes chicks that have just hatched. The Gemara 
in tractate Beitza (6b) identifies this as the opinion of Rabbi 
Eliezer ben Ya'akov. By contrast, the Rabbis hold that such chicks 
may be eaten after slaughter. Early commentaries possessed a 
different version of the text here, which states that the Rabbis 
concede that unhatched chicks are prohibited by rabbinic law. 
Some commentaries hold that an unhatched chick cannot be 
slaughtered effectively because it is not considered a live animal. 


Chicks whose eyes have not yet opened - 1079) sow DDS 
amy: As long as a chick has not hatched, it is prohibited by 
rabbinic law as an extension of the biblical prohibition against 
consuming creeping animals, although some say it is prohibited 
by Torah law as a carcass. One who eats it is liable to receive 
lashes for rebelliousness, which are usually administered to one 
who transgresses a prohibition by rabbinic law. After the chick 
hatches, it is immediately permitted, even if its eyes have not 
yet opened. This is in accordance with the version of the text 
possessed by the early commentaries, in which the baraita here 
is the opinion of Rabbi Eliezer ben Ya'akov, but the halakha is in 
accordance with the Rabbis who disagree. Nevertheless, one 
should not consume the bird until it has grown feathers, due to 
the prohibition against consuming vile things (Rambam Sefer 
Kedusha, Hilkhot Ma‘akhalot Assurot 3:10; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh 
De‘a 15:1 and Shakh there, and see Taz there). 


Eggs that have been boiled with non-kosher eggs [gei‘ulei 
beitzim] - mya Dayna: If one struck a hen on the tail, causing it 
to lay an underdeveloped egg, it is permitted for consumption 
and not subject to the prohibition against consuming a limb 
severed from a live animal. This applies only to eggs that are 
not still connected by sinews to the chicken, in accordance 
with the tradition of the geonim, who interpret the term ge/ulei 
beitzim in the Gemara to refer to this case. If an egg from a 
non-kosher bird was cooked with kosher ones while still in 
its shell, the kosher ones are permitted, since the non-kosher 
one does not impart its flavor to them, in accordance with the 
Gemara on 98a. If the shell was removed from the non-kosher 
egg, sixty-one kosher eggs must have been cooked with it to 
nullify the non-kosher egg and render the rest of the mixture 
permitted, in accordance with the Jerusalem Talmud. According 
to Sefer Haleruma, the egg can transmit its flavor even when its 


HALAKHA 


If so, itis considered a carcass and prohibited by Torah law even 
when slaughtered (Sefer Haleruma; see 72b and Rashba and 
Ra’ah in Torat HaBayit). 


If a drop of blood is found on it - 01 vyp why KY): From 
Rashi’s language it appears that this discussion applies only to a 
fertilized egg. Ifthe egg has certainly not been fertilized, it makes 
no difference where the blood is found (see Jurand Beit Yosef). 


shell is intact, and one should rule stringently except in cases of 
potential monetary loss (Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De'a 86:4-6, and 
in the comment of Rema). 


Unfertilized eggs - nina or¥»a: Unfertilized eggs are permit- 
ted for consumption, even if they contain blood and the hen has 
sat on them for an extended period. This is the case irrespective 
of the location of the blood (Rashba). One must discard the 
blood. Even if the egg has been fertilized, it is permitted for 
consumption as long as it is free of blood; but if the hen sat on 
it for three days, it is prohibited for consumption by one with a 
delicate constitution (Shakh, citing Kolbo). The majority of eggs 
sold nowadays are not fertilized (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot 
Ma‘akhalot Assurot 3:9; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 66:7). 


If a drop of blood is found on it, etc. — 13107 vyp why KYNI: 
Ifa drop of blood is found in an egg, one may discard the blood 
and eat the rest of the egg. This is the halakha if the blood was 
found in the albumen. But if it was found in the yolk, the entire 
egg is forbidden, in accordance with the baraita as interpreted 
by the Rif and Rambam. Some say that if it is found both on the 
knot of the albumen and on other areas of the albumen, the 
entire egg is forbidden, in accordance with Rashi’s interpretation. 
Some rule even more stringently that whenever there is blood 
on the knot in the albumen the entire egg is forbidden, even 
if it has not spread. The common custom in Ashkenazic com- 
munities is to deem any egg with blood non-kosher, regardless 
of whether the blood is in the albumen or yolk, in accordance 
with the opinion of the Ra’ah. The Kaf HaHayyim recommends 
this practice to Sephardic communities as well (Rambam Sefer 
Kedusha, Hilkhot Ma‘akhalot Assurot 3:9; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh 
De'a 66:3, and Shakh and Gra there). 


LANGUAGE 


Drop [koret] - vyp: The word koret literally means a 
very small amount or piece, but its source is unclear. It is 
similar to the Greek kepatiov, keration, and to the English 
carat, the name of a unit of measurement, which can also 
denote a carob seed. These words themselves appear to 
have Semitic origins. Therefore, some claim that koret is a 
corruption of the Hebrew word koretz, meaning to pinch. 


BACKGROUND 


Chicks whose eyes have not yet opened — Kw DNDN 
Dry m9): Birds from the dove family are blind and almost 


yo 


its 


ch covered in feathers and with open eyes. 


Drop of blood is found on it - 07 vip why KYD) 
found in the yolk of an egg, especially near the kno 


k, usually comes from a developing embryo, as 


three of the twenty-one days from the laying of the 


hatching, distinct blood vessels have already been 


ed of feathers when they hatch. Their eyes open after four 
five days. Birds of the pheasant family, including chickens, 


: Blood 
of the 
by day 
egg to 


ormed, 


and there is even a tiny beating heart. The blood may have 
resulted from light bleeding in the oviduct or bleeding in 
the embryo itself. Blood spots in the albumen are the result 
of ruptured blood vessels in the oviduct during the stage in 
which the albumen develops. 
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NOTES 
When the blood is found on its knot -by Kyn 
aw Ww: The translation here follows the expla- 
nation of Rashi that if the blood is found on the 
knot, the rest of the egg is permitted. If it is found 
elsewhere, the entire egg is forbidden, because one 
must presume that it is blood from tissue of a devel- 
oping embryo that has spread throughout the egg. 
This reflects the statement of Dostai, father of Rabbi 
Aptoriki, cited later. By contrast, in tractate Karetot 
(21a) the Gemara states that blood found in an egg 
is permitted, because it is not considered blood of 
an animal, which the Torah prohibits. Josafot offer 
hree suggestions to reconcile the two passages. 
First, the prohibition alluded to in the Gemara here 
may be by rabbinic law, but by Torah law the blood 
is permitted. Alternatively, blood in eggs is permit- 
ed entirely as long as there is no blood on the 
not, since this proves that the egg has not been 
ertilized; but if there is blood on the knot as well, 
he entire egg is prohibited. Third, it is possible to 
interpret the Gemara here differently than Rashi 
does: If the blood is found anywhere other than 
he knot, both the blood and the rest of the egg 
are permitted, since one may presume that it is not 
issue of an embryo. 


Found on its albumen, etc. - abw yiabn by sya) 
"131: Rashi interprets the phrase: On its albumen, to 
mean on the knot, which is found in the albumen at 
the rounded end of the egg. The Rashba holds that 
the knot is toward the pointed end of the egg. In 
fact, both interpretations may be correct, as an egg 
has two knots, one toward the pointed end and 
one toward the rounded end. According to these 
interpretations, this baraita teaches the same hal- 
akha as Rabbi Yirmeya's statement (Tosafot). Some 
commentaries interpret the opinion of Rashi to 
mean that the baraita rules more stringently than 
Rabbi Yirmeya’s statement: One may eat the rest of 
the egg only if the blood is found on the knot in the 
albumen, as in the albumen it cannot be part of a 
developing egg; but if it is found on the knot in the 
yolk, the entire egg is forbidden (Ran). According to 
the Rif, Dostai disagrees with Rabbi Yirmeya entirely 
and holds that it makes no difference whether the 
blood is found on the knot, only whether it is found 
in the yolk or albumen. If the blood is found in 
the yolk, the entire egg is forbidden because it is 
presumably tissue of an embryo. If it is found in 
the albumen, the rest of the egg may be eaten. 


‘HALAKHA ~ 

Egg of a non- kosher bird — agav Nya: Any food 
that is a product of a non- kosher species is prohib- 
ited for consumption by Torah law, such as the milk 
of non-kosher animals or the eggs of non-kosher 
birds and fish. This prohibition is derived from the 
verse prohibiting the bat ya'ana, as discussed in the 
Gemara (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Ma‘akhalot 
Assurot 3:1). 
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Rabbi Yirmeya said: And this applies when the blood is found 
on its knot," i.e., the place in the albumen where the embryo 
begins to develop, since this proves that tissue has not developed 
elsewhere in the egg. And so taught Dostai, father of Rabbi Apto- 
riki: The Sages taught that one may eat the rest of the egg only 
when the blood is found on its albumen," i.e., the knot; but if it 
is found on its yolk, even the rest of the egg is forbidden. What 
is the reason for this? It is that the decay has spread through all 
of it. Rav Geviha from Bei Ketil said to Rav Ashi: A tanna taught 
the opposite before Abaye, that one may eat the rest of the egg 
only when the blood is found on its yolk, and it is Abaye that 
corrected it in this manner. 


§) Hizkiyya says: From where is it derived that the egg of a non- 
kosher bird" is prohibited by Torah law? As it is stated: “And the 
daughter [bat] of the ya'ana” (Leviticus 11:16). But does the 
ya'ana have a daughter whose forbidden status would be different 
from that of its mother? Both daughter and mother should be 
included in the same prohibition. Rather, which is this? This is a 
non-kosher egg. The Gemara challenges: But perhaps this is their 
name, i.e., the bird is called bat ya'ana. The Gemara responds: This 
should not enter your mind, as it is written: “The daughter of 
my people has become cruel, like the ye’enim in the wilderness” 
(Lamentations 4:3). 


The Gemara persists: And is bat yaana not its name? But isn’t it 
written: “I will make a wailing like the jackals, and a mourning 
like the daughters [benot] of the ya'ana” (Micah 1:8)? The 
Gemara responds: The verse means: I will make mourning like 
this ya'ana that mourns for its children. The Gemara asks: But 
isn’t it written: “And benot ya'ana shall dwell there” (Isaiah 
13:21)? The Gemara responds: Here too, the verse means: And they 
shall dwell there like this ya'ana that dwells with its children. 


Found on its knot - mow wp by KY): 


Cross section of a chicken egg 


Bat ya'ana - may» Na: This bird is identified as the ostrich, Struthio 
camelus, the largest extant species of bird. Ostriches are the only 
birds in the Struthionidae family. Their body is approximately 2 m 
long and they can reach 2.5 m in height. The ostrich is the fastest 
animal on two legs, reaching speeds of 65 km per hour. Ostriches 
typically live in the desert, though they have been raised in other 
habitats for their feathers, the trade in which is well documented. 
Ostrich eggs are particularly large, weighing approximately 1.5 kg, 
and were sometimes used in ancient times as containers (see Kelim 
17:14). Ostrich eggs adapted to this use have been found in archaeo- 


BACKGROUND 


Eurasian eagle-owl 


logical excavations in Eretz Yisrael and elsewhere. By contrast, some 
believe that the bat ya'ana mentioned in the Torah may be the 
Eurasian eagle-owl, Bubo bubo, a nocturnal bird of prey. 
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The Gemara asks: But isn’t it written: “The animals of the field 
shall honor Me, the jackals and the benot ya'ana” (Isaiah 43:20)? 
And ifit enters your mind that the term bat ya'ana is referring to an 
egg, can an egg sing a song of praise to God? Rather, one must say: 
The ya'ana is written, and the bat ya'ana is also written, and both 
are acceptable names for this bird. 


And still, the name here is different from those of other animals, in 
that the scribe splits it into two words: Bat ya'ana, even though it 
is one species. And from the fact that the scribe splits it 


into two words, conclude from it that they are two names, pro- 
hibiting the egg as well. 


The Gemara asks: If that is so, what about the name: “Chedor- 
laomer” (Genesis 14:4), which the scribe splits" in two so that it 
appears as: Chedor Laomer? Is it also true there that they are two 
names? The verse is clearly referring to only one person. They say 
in response: There, with regard to Chedor Laomer, the scribe splits 
the name into two words, but he may not split it into two lines 
if the first half nears the end of one line. But here, he may split 
the name bat ya'ana even into two lines, indicating that they are 
completely separate. 


Q The mishna states: But the Sages stated that any bird that claws 
its prey and eats it is non-kosher. It is taught in a baraita: Rabban 
Gamliel says: A bird that claws" its prey and eats it is certainly 
non-kosher. If it has an extra digit and a crop, and its gizzard 
can be peeled, it is certainly kosher. Rabbi Elazar, son of Rabbi 
Tzadok, says: One stretches a line, and the bird perches on it. If it 
splits its feet® on the line, with two digits here and two there, it is 
non-kosher. If it places three digits here and one there, it is possibly 
kosher. Rabbi Shimon ben Elazar says: Any bird that catches food 
out of the air is non-kosher.® 


Chedorlaomer, which the scribe splits - x15D ah post aay) a 
Despite the declaration of the Gemara here, ‘the accepted tradition 
is to write Chedorlaomer as one word (Ramah; Meiri). One follows 
tradition with regard to the writing of words in a Torah scroll even 
when it contradicts the Gemara (Minhat Shai). 


Claws, etc. -— 151 D717: See 59a for a more detailed discussion of the 
meaning of this term. According to Rashi, the baraita is understood 
as follows: All birds that claw their prey are non-kosher. Of those 
birds that do not, if they have the three signs mentioned here, they 
are kosher. According to Rabbeinu Tam, the baraita means that any 
bird that has the three signs is kosher, as they are an indication that 
the bird is not a predator. 


Claws, etc. — 151 D1: Any bird that claws its prey is certainly 
non-kosher. If one is uncertain whether a given bird is included 
in this category, one may let it perch on a line. If it splits its digits 
evenly, two on each side, or if it catches prey out of the air, it is 
certainly a bird that claws its prey. If it is certainly not a bird of prey, 
one examines it for the signs of a kosher bird, i.e., an extra digit, 


a crop, and a gizzard that can be peeled by hand, in accordance 
with the conclusion of the Gemara. Nevertheless, the halakha is 
that even if it possesses all three signs one may not eat it, since it 
may be a bird of prey, unless one has a received tradition that it is 
kosher (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Ma‘akhalot Assurot 1:16-20; 
Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh Dea 82:2). 


Splits its feet — von ny phin: Most birds have four 
digits on each foot. In most of these, one digit points 
backward and three forward. In birds that have only 
three digits, they all point forward. There are many spe- 
cies that split their digits evenly, two forward and two 
backward, such as parrots and ospreys. Some of the 
species in this category found in Eretz Yisrael include 
the Syrian woodpecker, Dendrocopos syriacus, and the 
Eurasian wryneck, Jynx torquilla, also from the wood- 
pecker family. Neither of these birds has a crop, which 
supports the conclusion that they are non-kosher. 


Eurasian wryneck perched with two digits facing forward and two 
facing backward 


Any bird that catches food out of the air is non- 
kosher - say myI m vhip qiy by: There are two 
groups of birds that catch their food out of the air. 
One consists of the swallows and swifts, which prey 
on insects in the air and which lack a crop. The second 
consists of hawks and eagles, which grab smaller birds 
in midair. They also lack a significant crop but instead 
possess the ability to widen the gullet itself to hold 
large amounts of food. 
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The Gemara interjects: But the tziparta’ also catches food out of 
the air, and it is kosher. Abaye said: We say this only for a bird that 
both catches and eats its food in the air. The tziparta lands before 
eating what it has caught. 


The baraita concludes: Others say: Ifa bird dwells with non-kosher 
birds," it is non-kosher; if it dwells with kosher birds, it is kosher. 


The Gemara asks: In accordance with whose opinion is this last 
statement? Perhaps it is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi 
Eliezer, as it is taught in a baraita: Rabbi Eliezer says: It was not 
for naught that the zarzir went to dwell with the crow, but because 
it is of the same species. The Gemara rejects this: You may even say 
that the opinion introduced with the words: Others say, is like that 
of the Rabbis, who disagree with Rabbi Eliezer and deem the zarzir 
kosher. The statement introduced with the words: Others say, is 
understood as follows: We say that a bird is non-kosher whenever 
it both dwells with a non-kosher bird and resembles" it. The zarzir, 
though, does not resemble the crow. 


§ The mishna states: And with regard to grasshoppers, any grass- 
hopper that has four legs, and four wings, and two additional jump- 
ing legs, and whose wings cover most of its body, is kosher. The 
Gemara asks: What is considered most of its body? Rav Yehuda 
said that Rav said: Most of its length. And some say that he said: 
Most of its circumference. Rav Pappa said: Therefore," one must 
satisfy both versions of the statement. We require that the wings 
cover most of its length, and we also require that they cover most 
of its circumference. 


The Sages taught in a baraita: A grasshopper that has no wings now 
but will grow them" after a time, e.g., the zahal, is permitted. 
Rabbi Elazar, son of Rabbi Yosei, says: The verse states: “Yet these 
may you eat of all winged swarming things that go upon all fours, 
which have [lo] jointed legs above their feet, wherewith to leap 
upon the earth” (Leviticus 11:21). The word lo is written with the 
letter alef, meaning not, so that it can be understood as: Do not have 
jointed legs. This teaches that even though it has no jointed legs 
now but will grow them after a time, it is still kosher. The Gemara 
asks: What is the zahal? Abaye said: It is called askarin in Aramaic. 


Tziparta — xmBY¥: This refers to a certain bird that was known 
to be kosher but feeds on insects caught in midair (Rabbeinu 


Yehonatan of Lunel). 


NOTES 
Resembles — 7723: According to Rashi, this means that it is similar 
in appearance. Other early commentaries write that the birds need 
only share the same signs listed in the mishna. 


HALAKHA 


Dwells with non-kosher birds — w29 oy Jaw: Any bird that 
lives with non-kosher birds and is similar to them is non-kosher, 
unless one has a received tradition that it is kosher and it possesses 
all three signs of a kosher bird (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot 
Ma‘akhalot Assurot 1:20; see Arukh HaShulhan, Yoreh De'a 82:30). 


Therefore, etc. - 131 12377: A kosher grasshopper is one that has 
four legs and four wings and whose wings cover the majority of 
its length and circumference, in accordance with the statement 


Whose wings cover most of its body, etc. — 1211217 NX pain t333: 
There are some species of grasshoppers, such as the desert locust, 
whose wings reach full size only when they reach maturity after 
their fifth molt. At earlier stages, they either lack wings or their 


BACKGROUND 


of Rav Pappa (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Ma‘akhalot Assurot 
1:21-23; see Arukh HaShulhan, Yoreh Dea 85:1). 


Has no wings now but will grow them — bab Hy VEDY b pr: 
If a grasshopper has no wings or jumping legs now, or if its wings 
do not cover most of its body now, but it will grow these signs 
when it matures, it is permitted even when immature, in accor- 
dance with the baraita (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Ma‘akhalot 
Assurot 1:23). 


wings are too small to cover the majority of their body. By contrast, 
some species do not have wings that cover the majority of their 
body even when they mature, such as the Notostaurus cephalotes. 
There are also grasshoppers with only vestigial wings. 


This file may not be reproduced or distributed in any form without express permission from t 


mx DNA og bx nx” spa. an 
—"oydp” pwns may” AVDA 
mm - "aan" Daan m — isan” em 
“myn myg” ab abn nn qe 

20ND yay nym” mma” 
mbe Kanin ID May wan 
AVANT MAN 


midds b> she xan bxynw 137 127 
DRA Mt — "TENN Mivys opr aby 
wah -"iynbe 


The Sages taught in a baraita that the verse states: “These of them 
you may eat:" The arbeh after its kinds, and the solam after its kinds, 
and the hargol after its kinds, and the hagav after its kinds” (Leviticus 
11:22). The arbeh is the insect known as the govai.® The solam is the 
rashon.® The hargol is the nippul.® The hagav is the gadyan.® Why 
must the verse state: “After its kinds,” “after its kinds,” “after its 
kinds,” and “after its kinds,” four times? It is to include four similar 
species: The vineyard bird,’ and the Jerusalem yohana, and the 
artzuveya, and the razbanit, which are also kosher. 


The school of Rabbi Yishmael taught: These appearances of the 
phrase “after its kinds” in the verse are generalizations, and these 
species mentioned explicitly are details. The verse must be under- 
stood in light of the previous verse, which offers general signs of a 
kosher grasshopper. The two verses together are a generalization, 
and a detail, and a generalization, in the following manner: The first 
verse is a generalization, arbeh is a detail referring to the species 
govai, and the phrase “after its kinds” is another generalization. 
According to Rabbi Yishmael’s hermeneutical principles, the second 
generalization serves to include a case similar to the detail. In this 
case, the phrase “after its kinds” serves to include 


Arbeh is govai - 


Iia TM MDI: Arbeh is a general term for many 


Hargol is nippul -5a mbinn: As discussed on the next amud, this 


types of grasshoppers that form swarms. Some communities pre- 
serve a tradition identifying it as the desert locust, Schistocerca 
gregaria. This is the most common and well-known locust in Eretz 
Yisrael, Africa, and the Arabian Peninsula. Other suggestions for the 
identification of this grasshopper are the migratory locust, Locusta 
migratoria, and the Moroccan locust, Dociostaurus maroccanus, 
which were common in the ancient world. 


Desert locust 


Solam is rashon — iwi aybp: This appears to denote a grasshop- 
per with an elongated head. The genuses Acrida and Truxalis both 
fit this description, as they have elongated, conical heads, a high 
brow, and broad antennae that narrow toward their tips like horns. 


Slant-faced grasshopper 


species has a type of tail. It refers to katydids, of the Tettigoniidae 
family and of which the female has a sword-shaped ovipositor, 
which it uses to dig into the ground or vegetation and lay eggs 
inside it. 


Female southern wart-biter, a type of katydid 


Hagav is gadyan — }'13 m Aan: The name gadyan, or nadyan, 
means jumper. Perhaps this species is distinguished from other 
grasshoppers in that it cannot fly long distances in the wind. Some 
zoologists believe it could refer to Calliptamus palaestinensis. 


Vineyard bird — 0213 nY% This appears to be a reference to a 
grasshopper similar to the arbeh that was prevalent in vineyards. 
According to some, it is the Egyptian locust, Anacridium aegyptium, 
of which mature specimens can reach 12 cm in length. 


Egyptian locust 


he publisher 


These of them you may eat, etc. - O70 atone ny 
a>) oNn: The Torah permits eight species of 
grasshopper: The hagav, another type of hagav 
called the razbanit, the hargol, another type of 
hargol called the artzuveya, the arbeh, another 
type of arbeh called the vineyard bird, the solam, 
and another type of solam called the Jerusalem 
yohana, in accordance with the baraita (Rambam 
Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Ma‘akhalot Assurot 1:21). 
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NOTES 


Smooth forehead [gabbahat] - nnas: The translation 
here follows Rashi, who interprets the word in light of 


cus, chapter 13. There the word denotes a bald patch on 
he front part of the head. Locusts have hair-like bristles 


ified as the solam lack this feature. By contrast, the 
Arukh interprets gabbahat as denoting a kind of hump 
on the grasshopper's back. Some scholars hypothesize 
hat the word refers to a plate on the dorsal side of the 
orward part of the thorax, which is convex and smooth 
ike a person’s forehead. 


LANGUAGE 
Aspect [re'i] — 81: The word re’ literally denotes an 
object's appearance, and it appears in the Bible with 
that meaning. In general, the formulation: The aspect 
of this is not similar to the aspect of that, is used in the 
Talmud to point out specific differences between two 
comparable entities. 


HALAKHA 


Any species that has four legs, etc. - yaY% b ww bs 
>) oon: One who is unfamiliar with the grasshoppers 
permitted by the Torah may inspect a grasshopper for 
he signs listed in the mishna. Any grasshopper that 
has four legs, four wings that cover most of the body's 
ength and circumference, and jointed legs for jumping 
is kosher, even if it has a long head or a tail. In any event, 
it must be called a hagav, or there must be a tradition 
o this effect, in accordance with the school of Rabbi 
Yishmael and the understanding that Rabbi Yosei’s 
opinion in the mishna merely expands on that of the 
first tanna (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Ma‘akhalot 
Assurot 1:22; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De‘ 85:1). 
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its appearance in the context of leprous marks in Leviti- 


on the front of their heads, and the grasshoppers iden- 
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Tzartzur — W¥7¥: This apparently refers to crickets, which belong 
to the Grillidae family and of which there are approximately thirty 
extant species in Eretz Yisrael. Crickets have long, thin antennae, 
and they consume both plants and animals. They have hind legs 
generally used for jumping, and many have four wings and four 
front legs in addition to their jumping legs. Female crickets possess 
a long ovipositor. The cricket is known for the chirping sounds it 
produces by rubbing its wings together, both as a challenge and 


mating call. 


the vineyard bird, which is similar to the arbeh in that its forehead 
is not smooth but has small hairs. 


I have derived only that a species that comes before a person and 
does not have a smooth forehead" is kosher. From where is it 
derived that even one that comes before a person and has asmooth 
forehead is kosher? The verse states: “Solam,” and this is the nippul, 
which has a smooth forehead. The phrase “after its kinds” that fol- 
lows solam is another generalization, which serves to include a case 
similar to the detail, i.e., the ushkaf, which has a smooth forehead 
like the solam. 


And I have derived only that a species that comes before a person 
and does not have a smooth forehead, like the arbeh, or one that 
comes before a person and has a smooth forehead, like the solam, 
or one that comes before a person and has no tail, is kosher, since 
none of the previously mentioned grasshoppers have a tail. From 
where is it derived that even one that comes before a person and 
has a tail is kosher? The verse states: “Hargol,’ and this is the 
rashon, which has a tail. The phrase “after its kinds” that follows 
hargol is another generalization, and it serves to include the karsefet 
and the shahlanit, which also have tails. 


And I have derived only that a species that comes before a person 
and does not have a smooth forehead, or that comes before a 
person and has a smooth forehead, or that comes and has no tail, 
or that comes and has a tail, or that comes and its head is not long, 
is kosher, since every grasshopper mentioned until this point does 
not have a long head. From where is it derived that even one that 
comes and its head is long is kosher? 


You will say: You derive a paradigm from the three of them, as 
follows: The aspect [re’i]' of the arbeh, which has neither smooth 
forehead nor tail, is not similar to the aspect of the hargol, which 
has both; and the aspect of the hargol is not similar to the aspect 
of the arbeh. And the aspect of neither of them is similar to the 
aspect of the solam, which has a smooth forehead but no tail, and 
the aspect of the solam is similar to neither of their aspects. The 
characteristic that renders them all kosher can only be an aspect 
common to all of them. Their common denominator is that each 
has four legs, and four wings, and jumping legs, and its wings 
cover most of its body. So too, any other species that has four legs," 
and four wings, and jumping legs, and its wings cover most of its 
body is kosher, even if its head is long. 


One might ask: But doesn’t this tzartzur® have four legs, and four 
wings, and jumping legs, and its wings cover most of its body? 
Consequently, one might have thought that it should be permitted. 
Therefore, the verse states: “Hagav,’ to indicate that its name must 
be hagav. This includes all of the species previously mentioned, but 
not the tzartzur. 


BACKGROUND 


Mediterranean field cricket 
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aT KAM SAT xan Yoo np KI 
oben x iwa ssi 2) 


But if its name must be hagav, one might have thought that any 
hagav is kosher, even if it does not have all these signs. Therefore, 
the verse states: “After its kinds,” indicating that even ifit is called 
a hagav it is not kosher unless it has all these signs. This concludes 
the baraita of the school of Rabbi Yishmael. 


Rav Ahai refutes the baraita: The four signs listed are not the sole 
common denominators between the arbeh, hargol, and solam. What 
is also unique about these grasshoppers in addition to these signs? 
They are unique in that their heads are not long. Ifso, grasshoppers 
with long heads might not be kosher. And if you would say: Since 
they share these four signs, we include all others with these four 
signs and we do not refute them, since the included species need 
not be identical in all their aspects, if so, the Torah should not even 
write the hargol, which shares these four signs with the arbeh and 
the solam, and let it be derived that the hargol is kosher by inference 
from the common denominators between the arbeh and solam. 


Rather, it was necessary for the verse to write hargol because if it 
were omitted, its inclusion could be refuted as follows: What is 
unique about these, the arbeh and solam? They are unique in that 
they both have no tail. Since the hargol has a tail, its kosher status 
cannot be inferred from theirs. So too, the inclusion of grasshoppers 
with long heads can be refuted as follows: What is unique about 
these, the arbeh, hargol, and solam? They are unique in that their 
heads are not long. If so, grasshoppers with long heads might not 
be kosher. 


Rather, Rav Ahai said: One can derive that grasshoppers with long 
heads are kosher as follows: The solam mentioned in the verse is 
redundant. How so? Let the Merciful One not write solam, and 
instead let it be derived by inference from the common denomina- 
tors between the arbeh and hargol, that they have four legs, four 
wings, jumping legs, and that their wings cover most of their body. 
As what can you say to refute this? If you say: What can be derived 
from the arbeh, which, unlike the solam, does not have a smooth 
forehead; one can respond: But there is the hargol, which has a 
smooth forehead. And if you say: What can be derived from the 
hargol, which, unlike the solam, has a tail, one can respond: But 
there is the arbeh, which has no tail. Ifso, why do I need the solam 
that the Merciful One wrote? Rather, if the solam is not necessary 
for the matter itself, apply it to the matter of a long-headed 
grasshopper," to teach that it is kosher. 


The Gemara asks: With regard to what do the tanna of the study 
hall,“ who taught the first baraita above, and the tanna of the 
school of Rabbi Yishmael disagree? They disagree with regard to 
a grasshopper whose head is long." According to the tanna of the 
study hall it is prohibited, and according to the tanna of the school 
of Rabbi Yishmael it is permitted. 


NOTES 


Tanna of the study hall — 3327 xan: This refers to the first baraita 
cited, which is part of the halakhic midrash on Leviticus, known 
as Torat Kohanim or Sifra. These collections are considered to 
belong to the study hall in the sense that they were commonly 
recited there. 


They disagree with regard to a grasshopper whose head is 
long - shamp ‘JX iwa: Tosafot note that according to the 
dispute that follows, the tanna‘im should disagree with regard 
to many other grasshoppers as well. The tanna of the study hall 


considers the verses an instance of a generalization and a detail, 
which serves only to include the detail. Therefore, all species no 
enumerated explicitly or by the phrase “after its kinds” are forbid- 
den, even if they have all four signs and a short head. By contrast, 
according to the tanna of the school of Rabbi Yishmael, all species 
that meet these criteria should be included. To explain this, Josafot 
suggest that no species exist with all four signs and a short head 
save those permitted explicitly by the verse, or, alternatively, tha 
the Gemara singles out a long-headed grasshopper only because 
the tanna of the school of Rabbi Yishmael explicitly permits it. 


NOT 


Apply it to the matter of a long-headed grasshopper - 
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re five characteristics. If so, 
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han one without four legs 


or four wings? The Riva answers that there are no grass- 


four principal signs whose 


head is not also long. Alternatively, according to the 


our signs are considered 


essential in light of the context of the verse, which refers 


to jump. The length of a 


grasshopper’s head has no effect on its ability to jump, 
and it is therefore viewed as the inessential sign (see 


also Ramban). 
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BACKGROUND 


Generalization and detail - p11 dbp: When a gener- 
alization in the Torah is followed by one or more details, 
it may be assumed that the generalization refers only 
to that which was specified in the detail. For example, 
the Torah states that burnt offerings may be brought 
“from animals, from cattle, and from sheep” (Leviticus 1:2). 
“Animals, a generalization, includes cattle and sheep, but 
since these were specified separately after the general- 
ization, it is derived that only cattle and sheep may be 
sacrificed as burnt offerings, and other animals may not. 
The generalization was included in such cases to prevent 
one from drawing inferences by analogy from the details 
cited to include additional details. 


Generalization, detail, and generalization - p11 dbp 
Yoon: When a generalization in the Torah is followed by 
one or more details, and they, in turn, are followed by 
another generalization, the application of the halakha 
under discussion is limited to items somewhat similar 
to the detail. For example, the Torah states with regard 
to money used to redeem the second tithe: “You shall 
spend the money on whatever you desire; on cattle, 
sheep, wine, strong drink, or whatever you wish” (Deuter- 
onomy 14:26). The Talmud derives that tithe money may 
be spent only on items somewhat similar to the items 
detailed in the verse: Cattle, sheep, wine, and strong 
drink. The resultant principle is that one may spend the 
tithe money on any items that derive sustenance from 
the ground. This system of exegesis is associated with the 
school of Rabbi Yishmael, which adopted this method. 


NOTES —-WW—— 
Let us also include any — 117 bs BaP) ray: According 
to Rashi, this is referring to grasshoppers that have at 
least one sign. Some understand that it is referring to 
any grasshopper called a hagav, even if it has no signs 
at all (see Meiri). 
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The Gemara elaborates: The tanna of the study hall holds that the 

previous verse, permitting all species “which have jointed legs” 
(Leviticus 11:21), is a generalization. The species arbeh, solam, 
hargol, and hagav, and the phrase “after its kinds,” that appears 

after each, are a detail. As a rule, in any instance of a generaliza- 
tion and a detail,’ the generalization includes only that which 

is spelled out in the detail. Therefore, only grasshoppers of the 

same species as those detailed in the verse are kosher. Grasshop- 
pers that are not of the same species as them are not kosher. And 

the phrase “after its kinds” amplifies the halakha to include grass- 
hoppers that are similar to the named species in two aspects, i.e., 
that are very similar to them. Since all the named species have 

short heads, grasshoppers with long heads are forbidden. 


By contrast, the tanna of the school of Rabbi Yishmael holds that 
the phrase “which have jointed legs” is a generalization. The 
species arbeh, solam, hargol, and hagav are a detail. And by the 
phrase “after its kinds” after each species, it then generalized 
again. In any instance of a generalization, and a detail, and a 
generalization," you may deduce that the verse is referring only 
to items similar to the detail. And the verse therefore amplifies 
the halakha to include any grasshopper that is similar to the 
named species in even one aspect, i.e., that has the four signs listed 
in the mishna, even if its head is long. 


The Gemara asks: But how can this be considered a generalization, 
a detail, and a generalization? The first generalization is not simi- 
lar to the latter generalization. In the first generalization, the 

Merciful One states: “Which have jointed legs,” indicating that 

you may eat a grasshopper that has jointed legs, but you may not 

eat one that does not have jointed legs, irrespective of any other 

sign. However, the latter generalization: “After its kinds,” indi- 
cates that no grasshopper is kosher unless it shares all four signs 

with the named species. 


The Gemara responds: The tanna of the school of Rabbi Yish- 
mael deduces from generalizations and details like this case, 
even if the generalizations are not similar to one another. The 
Gemara notes: And that which we also say generally, that the 
tanna of the school of Rabbi Yishmael deduces from generaliza- 
tions and details like this case, is derived from here. 


The Gemara analyzes the baraita of the school of Rabbi Yishmael: 
The Master said: If its name must be hagav, one might have 

thought that any hagav is kosher, even if it does not have all these 

four signs. Therefore, the verse states: “After its kinds,’ indicating 
that it is not kosher unless it has all these signs. The Gemara asks: 
From where would this be derived, that a grasshopper is kosher 
even if it does not have all these signs? How could one entertain 

this possibility? Arbeh and hargol are written beforehand, indicat- 
ing that all kosher grasshoppers must share the signs they both 

possess. 


The Gemara responds: If solam had not been written as well, it 
would be as you said. But now that it is written: “Solam,” to 
include long-headed grasshoppers even though none of the 
named species have long heads, I will say: Let us also include any" 
grasshopper that is called hagav. Therefore, the phrase “after its 
kinds” teaches us that this is not so. 


The Gemara asks: What is different there, in the baraita of the 
study hall, that you say that the solam is the rashon, and the hargol 
is the nippul, and what is different here, in the baraita of the 
school of Rabbi Yishmael, that you say: The solam is the nippul, 
and the hargol is the rashon? The Gemara responds: This Sage 
refers to them in accordance with the custom of his locale and 


that Sage refers to them in accordance with the custom of 
his locale. 
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Fin and scale — nypw p vaw: Fins are bony protrusions from the 
sides of the fish's belly that serve as paddles for swimming. Fish 
also have dorsal fins, anal fins, and tail fins, all of which they can- 
not move. Scales are flat protrusions on the fish's skin that overlap 
one another like shingles. Their edges face the fish's tail. There are 
several types of scales, differentiated by their shape, attachment 
to the skin, and other characteristics. 

In some fish, such as the tuna, scales deteriorate and are shed 
as they age and are only tenuously attached to the body. 


Signs of a kosher fish 


Perek III 
Daf66 Amudb 


§ The mishna states: And with regard to fish, any fish that has a fin 
and a scale’ is kosher. The Sages taught in a baraita: If a fish does 
not have scales now" but will grow them after a period of time, such 
as the sultanit® and afyan' fish, it is permitted. Likewise, if it has 
scales now but will shed them when it is caught and rises from the 


Sultanit - my: It is unclear whether this word originates in 
Hebrew or some other language, and its identity has not been 
clarified. Some hypothesize that it and the afyan are species in the 
herring family, which have scales that grow with age. 


DRVIDINI DENI DONINI DIPY the akunas,® and the afunas, and the kesaftiyas, and the akhsaftiyas,? 


ADA TOTI - DIVY) 


Akunas — D)PX: In light of other textual variants of the Gemara, 
some hold that this word should be kolias, from the Greek koñoróç, 
koloios, denoting the Atlantic chub mackerel, Scomber colias. The 
chub mackerel is an ocean fish, closely related to the tuna. It is 
40-50 cm long and travels in large schools. It is often eaten pickled 
or smoked. 


Atlantic chub mackerel 


Greek R xiphias, pean the swordfish, which sheds its 
scales as it matures and in recent decades has been the subject of 
halakhic disagreements. 


Atunas - DWY: Apparently from the Greek @bvvoc, thunnos, 


and the atunas,’ it is permitted. 


denoting the tuna. Tuna live largely in warmer waters, and for the 
most part have dark backs and light bellies. The largest species is 
the bluefin tuna, Thunnus thynnus, which ranges from 2 to 4 m in 
length and can weigh up to 600 kg. Tuna is harvested all over the 
world as a source of food. 


Bluefin tuna 


Swordfish 


7 HALAKHA 


Does not have scales now, etc. — "a1 "way b px: The 
signs of a kosher fish are stated explicitly in the Torah: 
Any fish that has fins and scales is kosher. This applies 
to fins with which it swims and scales that are fixed 
to its body. Even if it has only one fin and one scale, it 
is permitted. If it has none now but will grow them at 
a later stage, or if it has them now but will shed them 
immediately after leaving the water, it is permitted, in 
accordance with the mishna and baraita (Rambam 
Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Ma‘akhalot Assurot 1:24; Shulhan 
Arukh, Yoreh Dea 83:1). 


1 EANGUAGE | 


Afyan — 1819Y: Apparently from the Greek àpvñ, afué, 
a general word for types of small fish. 
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BACKGROUND 
Has fins but no scales — nepep 1 px vaw b w: 


African sharptooth catfish, a species lacking scales 


Coat of scale armor - ww pwp jP: Scale armor was 
used in the ancient world to provide protection while 
preserving the wearer's freedom of movement. 


Replica of scale armor of a Roman soldier 
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We learned in a mishna elsewhere (Nidda 51b): Any fish that has 
scales" certainly has fins, but there are fish that have fins and do 
not have scales. Any fish that has scales and fins is a kosher fish. 
If it has fins but no scales,’ it is a non-kosher fish. 


The Gemara asks: Now, since we rely only on scales to deem a fish 
kosher, presuming that if it has scales it must have fins as well, let 
the Merciful One write only “scales” as the sign of a kosher fish 
and let Him not write “fins” at all. The Gemara responds: If the 
Merciful One had written: Scales [kaskeset], and had not written: 
Fins [senappir], I would say: What is kaskeset? It is fins. And I 
would thereby come to permit even non-kosher fish. Therefore, 
the Merciful One stated: “Senappir and kaskeset,” to leave no 
room for error. 


The Gemara asks: But now that the Merciful One has written: 
“Senappir and kaskeset,” from where is it derived that kaskeset 
denotes clothing, i.e., scales, rather than fins? As it is written: “And 
he was clad with a coat of scale armor [kaskasim]” (1 Samuel 
17:5).° And if it is certain that kaskeset refers to scales, the question 
resurfaces: Let the Merciful One write only “kaskeset,” and let 
Him not write “senappir? 


Rabbi Abbahu said, and so the tanna of the school of Rabbi 
Yishmael taught: The Holy One, Blessed be He, wished to bestow 
good upon the Jewish people. Therefore, He made their Torah 
abundant, as itis written: “The Lord was pleased, for His righteous- 
ness’ sake, to make Torah great and glorious” (Isaiah 42:21). He 
consequently expanded some aspects of the Torah more than 
strictly necessary. 


Q The Sages taught in a baraita: The Torah states the prohibition 
of non-kosher fish both positively and negatively: “These may you 
eat of all that are in the waters: Whatever has fins and scales... them 
you may eat. And all that have not fins and scales... they are a detest- 
able thing unto you” (Leviticus 11:9-10). From the implication of 
that which is stated: Eat fish that have these signs, I would derive 
the inverse: Do not eat fish that do not have them. And from the 
implication of that which is stated: Do not eat fish that do not 
have them, I would derive the inverse: Eat fish that have them. If 
so, why did the Torah teach both of them? It is in order to indicate 
that one who eats non-kosher fish transgresses, on its account, 
both a positive mitzva and a prohibition." 


HALAKHA 


Any fish that has scales, etc. — Ia. nw pwp b wow bp: Any fish that 
has scales has fins, but there are some fish with fins that do not 
have scales. Therefore, if one finds a piece of fish that has scales 
on it, one need not search for fins. If one finds only fins on it, he 
may not eat it until he finds scales as well, in accordance with the 
baraita (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Ma‘akhalot Assurot 1:24; 
Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 83:3). 


To make Torah great and glorious — 11%") miny: This means 
that even if a given matter seems superfluous, it has ramifications 
in other areas that may only become apparent later. Alternatively, 
even though scales are sufficient as a technical criterion for deter- 
mining whether a fish is kosher, the necessity of fins is important 
to understanding the innate basis of a fish's kosher status and the 
deeper conceptual underpinnings of this mitzva (see Ritva and 
Hatam Sofer on Nidda 51b and Kelalei HaTalmud of the Shela). 


NOTES 


A positive mitzva and a prohibition - 7wyn x) nwy: If one eats 
an olive-bulk of a non-kosher fish, he is liable to receive lashes for 
transgressing the prohibition: “And they shall be a detestable thing 
unto you; you shall not eat of their flesh” (Leviticus 11:11). In addition, 
he is liable for transgressing the positive prohibition: “Whatever 
has fins and scales, you may eat,’ which teaches that one may not 
eat fish without fins and scales, in accordance with the baraita 
(Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Ma‘akhalot Assurot 2:4). 


A positive mitzva and a prohibition - 7wyn x) my: One who 
eats a non-kosher fish transgresses the prohibition: “And all that 
have not fins and scales in the seas... .you shall not eat.” In addition, 
he transgresses the positive mitzva: “These may you eat of all that 
are in the waters: Whatever has fins and scales,’ indicating, by 
inference, that one may not eat fish without fins and scales. As a 
rule, prohibitions that stem from positive mitzvot are considered 
positive mitzvot and therefore are not punishable by lashes. The 
Rambam understands this positive mitzva as a requirement to 
inspect an unidentified fish for signs (Sefer HaMitzvot; see also 
Responsa of Rabbi Avraham ben HaRambam). 
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Given that the verse states: “Whatever has fins and scales...them 
may you eat,” what is the meaning when the verse states: “These 
may you eat ofall that are in the waters?”" Why is this necessary? 
It is necessary, as without this verse one might have thought: 
Since the Torah permitted creeping creatures of the water 
without fins and scales explicitly and also permitted them 
implicitly," one can infer: Just as when the Torah permitted such 
creatures explicitly, it permitted them only when in vessels, so 
too, when it permitted them implicitly, it permitted them only 
in vessels. From where is it derived to include" as kosher even 
those in pits, ditches, and caves,’ that one may dig them and 
drink from them and need not refrain from drinking the creep- 
ing creatures in them? The verse states: “These may you eat of 
all that are in the waters,” to indicate that this is permitted. 


The Gemara elaborates: Where did the Torah permit them in 
vessels? It did so in the following verse, as it is written: “These 
may you eat of all that are in the waters: Whatever has fins and 
scales in the waters, in the seas, and in the rivers, them may you 


eat.” It would have been sufficient to write simply: “In the waters.” 


The addition of “in the seas and in the rivers” indicates that it is 
only in the seas and in the rivers that when it has fins and scales 
you may eat it, and that you may not eat one that does not have 
them. But with regard to a creeping creature found in vessels, 
even if it does not have fins and scales you may eat it. 


The Gemara objects: One could just as easily say the opposite: 
You may eat a fish that has these signs only when it is found in seas 
and rivers, but in vessels, even if it has fins and scales, you may 
not eat it. The Gemara responds: This should not enter your 
mind, as it is written: “And all that have not fins and scales in 
the seas, and in the rivers, of all that swarm in the waters, and 
of all the living creatures that are in the waters, they are a detest- 
able thing to you.” The verse indicates that it is only in the seas 
and in the rivers that you may not eat a fish that does not have 
fins and scales. But you may eat a creeping creature found in 
vessels, even if it does not have fins and scales. 


The Gemara objects: But one can prove whether it is permitted 

to drink from pits, ditches, and caves differently. Say instead that 

the phrase “whatever has fins and scales in the waters” is a gen- 
eralization, and the phrase “in the seas and in the rivers” is a 

detail. In any instance of a generalization and a detail, the gen- 
eralization only includes that which is spelled out in the detail. 
Therefore, in the seas and rivers, yes, one may eat only fish with 

fins and scales, but in water channels and trenches," as well as 

pits, ditches, and caves, this restriction does not apply. Conse- 
quently, the clause “These may you eat of all that are in the waters” 
is unnecessary. 


Permitted explicitly and permitted implicitly, etc. - wiipaa VAT 
3) onda YAm: The permissibility of eating creeping creatures 
without fins and scales in vessels is derived from two verses. One 
is the verse permitting only fish with fins and scales in seas and 
he other is the verse prohibiting fish without fins and 
scales in seas and rivers. On the next amud, the Gemara discusses 
which of these is considered the explicit source and which the 
implicit one. According to the Ra'ah, both verses are considered 
the explicit source, since they both explicitly refer to seas and 
rivers. The implicit source is the introductory phrase: “These may 
of all that are in the waters,’ which generally permits all 


rivers. TI 


you ea 
fish in the water. 


From where is it derived to include, etc. - 15) nish pan: 
The phrase “in the seas and rivers” certainly excludes vessels from 


NOTES 


the prohibition, but one might have thought that it includes pits, 
ditches, and caves, which are similar to seas and rivers in that they 
are connected to the ground. The phrase “These may you eat of 
all that are in the waters” teaches that pits, ditches, and caves are 
excluded from the prohibition as well. 


Water channels [ne’itzin] and trenches [haritzin] — px psy: 
According to Rashi on 67a, ne'itzin refers to wide pools of water, 
while haritzin are narrow channels. They are more similar to seas 
and rivers than to pits, ditches, and caves because they contain 
flowing water, as the Gemara explains on the next amud. Nev- 
ertheless, according to the logic of the Gemara at this stage, the 
creatures they contain are kosher even without fins and scales, and 
all the more so does this apply to pits, ditches, and caves, which 
are similar to vessels in that they contain standing water (Rashi). 
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HALAKHA 


May you eat of all that are in the waters — DNA 
oa swe Son: Fish that grow in vessels, pits, ditches, 
and caves, where the water is still, are permitted 
for consumption even if they do not have fins and 
scales. Therefore, one may dig ditches and drink the 
water in them without concern that there may be 
non-kosher fish in the water, in accordance with the 
baraita and the conclusion of the Gemara. This applies 
only if it is certain that the fish grew in the vessel and 
did not come from elsewhere, as is clear from the 
Gemara on the next amud (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, 
Hilkhot Ma‘akhalot Assurot 2:18; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh 
Dea 84:1). 


BACKGROUND 


Pits, ditches, and caves — niwa prw ninia: The 
difference between the three is that pits were round, 
ditches were long and narrow, and the caves referred 
to here were like cisterns with roofs. Pits were used to 
collect water for general use while ditches were dug 
in fields specifically for agricultural use. 


Spiral pit in Peru, dating to the talmudic period 
te a 


Roofed cistern, referred to here as a cave 
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HALAKHA 

Trenches and water channels — pxoya pwn: 
Creeping animals that grow in non-flowing water 
in vessels, pits, ditches, and caves are permitted 
even if they have no fins or scales. Some hold that 
those that grow in narrow trenches or wide water 
channels, like those used as fishponds, are forbidden 
if they are fed by other water sources, even if the 
water in them does not flow, in accordance with the 
baraita of the school of Rabbi Yishmael. Some deem 
all water permitted as long as it is not flowing, in 
accordance with the first baraita. The Maharshal rule 
stringently in this regard (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, 
Hilkhot Ma‘akhalot Assurot 2:18; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh 
De'a 84:1-2 and Shakh there). 


wa 


NOTES 


Is not to be interpreted as a generalization and 
a detail, etc. - 3) 015) dbp mt px: If one uses the 
method o amplifications and restrictions, the verse 
excludes from the prohibition only fish found in 
vessels, which are entirely different from fish found 
in seas and rivers. The added phrase “These may 
you eat” teaches that pits, ditches, and caves are 
excluded as well. If one uses the method of gen- 
eralizations and details, the verse excludes all cases 
somewhat different from seas and rivers, including 
pits, ditches, and caves. Only trenches and water 
channels are included. If so, the phrase “These may 
you eat” is unnecessary to permit pits, ditches, and 
caves. 
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The Gemara responds: This deduction is not sound. The term “in the 
waters” appears twice in the verse. When the verse repeated it, it then 
generalized again. Consequently, there are two generalizations and 
one detail in the verse, making it an instance of a generalization, a 
detail, and a generalization, which includes all cases similar to the 
detail, including pits, ditches, and caves, indicating that the restriction 
applies to them as well. Therefore, the clause “These may you eat of all 
that are in the waters” is necessary to teach that all fish in pits, ditches, 
and caves are permitted. 


The Gemara asks: How can this verse be an instance of a generalization, 
a detail, and a generalization? These are two generalizations that are 

adjacent to each other. Both instances of the term “in the waters” 
precede the detail, such that the verse is actually a generalization, a 

generalization, and a detail. Ravina said: As they say in the West, 
Eretz Yisrael: Wherever you find two generalizations juxtaposed 

one with the other, followed by a specific detail, 


place the detail between the two generalizations and then expound 
them as a generalization, and a detail, and a generalization. There- 
fore, the first instance of the phrase “in the waters” is a generalization. 
The phrase “in the seas and in the rivers” is a detail. And by the sec- 
ond instance of the phrase “in the waters,” it then generalized again. 


Therefore, as in any instance of a generalization, and a detail, and a 
generalization, you may deduce that the verse is referring only to 
items similar to the detail. Just as the detail, seas and rivers, is refer- 
ring explicitly to flowing water, so too, fish without fins and scales 
found in all flowing water are forbidden. What does this include? It 
includes trenches and water channels," to prohibit fish without fins 
and scales found in them. And what does it exclude? It excludes pits, 
ditches, and caves, which are collections of still water, to permit all 
fish found in them. 


The Gemara asks: But why not say: Just as the detail refers explicitly 
to water that grows, i.e., is found, on the ground, so too, it includes 
all water that grows on the ground? And what would this include? 
It would include even pits, ditches, and caves, to prohibit fish found 
in them that do not have fins and scales. And what would it exclude? 
It would exclude only those found in vessels. 


The Gemara responds: If so, what use is the phrase “These may you 
eat of all that are in the waters”? Even without it, vessels would be 
excluded, since they are not at all similar to seas and rivers. Rather, 
the phrase “These may you eat of all that are in the waters” serves to 
indicate that only trenches and water channels are considered similar 
to the detail, but all fish found in pits, ditches, and caves are permitted. 


§ The tanna of the school of Rabbi Yishmael taught: The verse’s use 

of the phrase “in the waters,” “in the waters” twice is not to be inter- 
preted as a generalization and a detail," but rather as an instance of 
amplification and restriction. By the first phrase “in the waters,’ 
the verse amplifies, by the phrase “in the seas and in the rivers” it 

restricts, and by the second instance of “in the waters” it then ampli- 
fies again. According to a hermeneutical principle, when a verse 

amplified, and then restricted, and then amplified, it amplified the 

relevant category to include everything except for the specific matter 

excluded by the restriction, i.e., in the seas and in the rivers. What, then, 
does it include? It includes trenches and water channels, to prohibit 

fish without fins and scales found in them. And what does it exclude? 

It excludes fish found in pits, ditches, and caves, to permit them. 
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The Gemara objects: Why not say: What does it include? It 
includes fish found in pits, ditches, and caves, to prohibit them 
if they do not have fins and scales. And what does it exclude? It 
excludes only fish found in vessels. The Gemara responds: If so, 
what use is the phrase “These may you eat of all that are in the 
waters”? Even without it, vessels would be excluded. Rather, it 
indicates that pits, ditches and caves are excluded by the restric- 
tion, and all fish found in them are permitted. 


The Gemara objects: But perhaps I should reverse the statement 
and claim that fish without fins and scales in pits, ditches, and 
caves are prohibited, and those in trenches and water channels 
are permitted. The Gemara responds: One must say as Mattitya 
taught, as Mattitya bar Yehuda taught: What did you see that 
caused you to include pits, ditches, and caves, to permit them, 
and to exclude trenches and water channels, to prohibit them? 
I include pits, ditches, and caves, which contain still water" like 
vessels, and I exclude trenches and water channels, which are 
not still like vessels, as water flows through them. 


§ The baraita on the previous amud states that the Torah permits 
all fish without fins and scales in vessels both explicitly and implic- 
itly. The Gemara asks: Which verse is the implicit source and 
which is the explicit source? Rav Aha and Ravina disagree with 
regard to it. One says: The verse permitting “whatever has fins 
and scales in the waters, in the seas, and in the rivers,” is the 
explicit source, and the verse prohibiting “all that have not fins 
and scales in the seas, and in the rivers,” is the implicit source. And 
one says the opposite, i.e., that the verse prohibiting “all that 
have not fins and scales” is the explicit source and the verse that 
permits “whatever has fins and scales” is the implicit source. 


The Gemara asks: What is the reasoning of the one who says that 


“whatever has fins and scales” is the explicit source? The Gemara 


responds: That Sage could have said to you: It is from this verse 
that the Gemara derives on the previous amud that fish without 
fins and scales found in vessels are permitted. 


The Gemara asks: What is the reasoning of the one who says 
that “all that have not fins and scales” is the explicit source? The 
Gemara responds: The reasoning is that it is this verse that proves 
that the other verse permits all fish in vessels. As, if one attempted 
to derive whether fish in vessels are permitted from the other 
verse alone, I would say the opposite: The verse indicates that a 
fish with fins and scales is permitted only in the seas and rivers; 
but in vessels, even if it has fins and scales, you may still not eat 


it. The phrase in the verse “and all that have not fins and scales” 


indicates that these restrictions apply only to fish in the seas 
and rivers. 


§ Rav Huna says: A person should not pour beer" into a vessel 
through straw to filter it at night, lest a creeping animal emerge 
from the beer above the straw and then fall into the cup. Since 
the drinker poured the beer through a filter, he will assume that 
all creatures found in the vessel originated there and are permitted 
despite lacking fins and scales. He will therefore drink the beer 
along with the creature, and in doing so, he violates the prohibi- 
tion: “Every swarming thing that swarms upon the earth is a 
detestable thing; it shall not be eaten” (Leviticus 11:41). 


The Gemara objects: If so, that one must be concerned that a 
creeping animal may have fallen from the straw into the cup, one 
should also be concerned about any beer found in a vessel, as 
perhaps some creature emerged from the beer onto the side" of 
the vessel, thereby becoming forbidden, and then fell back into 
the vessel. The Gemara responds: There, that is the creature’s 
normal manner of growth," to attach itself to the sides of the 
vessel, and it is not considered to have emerged from the liquid. 


NOTES 


Which contain still water — D»Ti¥y IW: Some suggest 
that the distinction here between still and non-still water 
is different from the distinction drawn above between 
flowing and non-flowing water. If so, the earlier baraita 
and the baraita here disagree with regard to a body of 
water that is open at both ends and is therefore not still, 
but which nevertheless does not flow (Josafot; Ramban; 
see Maharsha and Torat Hayyim). The Meiri holds that the 
two distinctions are the same, and any body of water that 
connects two others is considered to flow. He appears 
to interpret the Gemara as referring to relatively large 
bodies of water. 


A person should not pour beer, etc. - Ux row xb 
13) NID: Several inferences may be drawn from this. 
First, the prohibition against consuming aquatic creep- 
ing animals is not necessarily limited to those found in 
water, but includes those found in any liquid. Second, the 
prohibition of: “Every swarming thing that swarms upon 
the earth” (Leviticus 11:41), does not refer specifically to 
the earth but to straw and similar items as well. Third, i 
an aquatic creeping animal is poured from one vessel into 
another along with liquid, it is not considered to have 
emerged and remains permitted (Beit Yosef). See the nex 
amud with regard to a creature that emerges into the air. 


That is the creature’s normal manner of growth — 13°71 
Pwa: This applies only to the inner side of the vessel. 
If the creature emerged onto the rim or outer side o 
the vessel, it is rendered forbidden as a swarming thing 
that swarms on the earth (Rashba). Some commentaries 
hold that this applies only to worms found in liquid. By 
contrast, worms found in flour are forbidden even if they 
emerge onto the inner side of the vessel. This opinion is 
accepted as halakha (see Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 84:5 
and Taz there). 


HALAKHA 


A person should not pour beer, etc. - Wx ra) xb 
^D KW: Creeping animals that originate in vessels are 
permitted even if they do not have fins and scales. Once 
they emerge, they become forbidden. Therefore, if one 
filters water or another liquid that contains worms, gnats, 
or mosquitoes, and they emerge, they are forbidden even 
if they return to the water afterward. Consequently, one 
may not filter liquids using straw or twigs at night, lest 
one come to drink creatures that emerged and fell back 
into the vessel, in accordance with the statement of Rav 
Huna. It is permitted to filter liquids using a piece of cloth 
ora strainer, since no creature can fall through it into the 
vessel. According to the Beit Yosef, it is also permitted to 
pour liquids directly from one vessel to another, since 
the creatures remain in the water constantly and are not 
considered to have emerged (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, 
Hilkhot Ma‘akhalot Assurot 2:18-20; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh 
De'a 84:3, and in the comment of Rema). 


Emerged onto the side - K291 wos: If a creeping ani- 
mal emerges from liquid in a vessel onto the side of the 
vessel, it is not forbidden, because this is its normal place 
of growth. If it emerged onto the rim or the outer side, it 
is forbidden, even if it returns into the liquid. In general, 
one need not be concerned that a creeping animal has 
emerged from the liquid, in accordance with the con- 
clusion of the Gemara (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot 
Ma‘akhalot Assurot 2:19; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 84:1). 


BACKGROUND 


A person should not pour beer — Kw wa row xd: 
According to Rashi, this is referring to beer made from 
dates, which would generally be filtered to remove dirt. 
One would not use a cloth filter since the beer was thick 
and would not itself pass through easily. Rather, one 
would place straw over an empty vessel and pour the 
beer through it. 
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HALAKHA 

Gnats found in liquid that one filtered - pwana 
pay»: If one filters wine, vinegar, or beer, and then 
eats the gnats, mosquitoes, or worms that were fil- 
tered out, he is liable to receive lashes for violating the 
prohibitions against consuming creatures that swarm 
in the air and water (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot 
Ma‘akhalot Assurot 2:20). 


Perek III 
Daf 67 Amud b 


NOTES 


While attached to the ground - maya: Rashi 
explains that since the worms swarm within the 
cucumber while it is attached to the earth, they are 
considered to have swarmed on the earth itself and 
are therefore forbidden. Tosafot infer that if a worm is 
born in produce while the produce is attached to the 
ground, but the worm does not begin to move until 
after the produce has been picked, it is permitted. The 
Ramban and the Rashba disagree, noting that worms 
born in the earth itself are forbidden even before they 
have begun to move. According to this opinion, the 
verse’s use of the word “swarms” denotes any swarm- 
ing animal, whether or not it has actually swarmed. 
Rashi, though, seems to take the word literally. 


HALAKHA 


While attached to the ground - aKa: Worms that 
grow in produce while the produce is still attached to 
the ground are considered to have swarmed on the 
ground even if they have not emerged. One who eats 
them is liable to receive lashes for transgressing the 
prohibition of: “Every swarming thing that swarms 
upon the earth,’ in accordance with the statement 
of Shmuel. According to the Shulhan Arukh, such 
worms are forbidden only if they have moved, in 
accordance with the opinion of Rashi and Tosafot. 
Other authorities deem them forbidden even if they 
have not moved, in accordance with the opinion of 
the Ramban and the Rashba (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, 
Hilkhot Ma‘akhalot Assurot 2:15; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh 
De'a 84:6, and see Shakh and Gra there). 
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And from where do you say that emerging in its normal manner of 
growth does not render it forbidden? As it is taught in a baraita: 
From where is it derived to include pits, ditches, and caves, that 
one may dig them and drink from them and need not refrain 
from drinking the creeping creatures inside them? The verse states: 
“These may you eat of all that are in the waters,” indicating that all 
fish in pits, ditches, and caves are permitted. And one might ask: 
Let one be concerned that perhaps a creature emerged from the 
water onto the side of the pit or cave, thereby becoming forbidden, 
and then fell back into it. Rather, one must say that since that is 
the creature’s normal manner of growth, it does not render it forbid- 
den. Here too, with regard to beer in a vessel, that is the creature's 
normal manner of growth and does not render it forbidden. 


Rav Hisda said to Rav Huna: A baraita is taught that supports 
your statement that one need be concerned only about filtered beer: 
‘The verse: “Every swarming thing that swarms upon the earth is 
a detestable thing” (Leviticus 11:41), serves to include gnats found 
in liquid that one filtered." One may infer: The reason they are 
prohibited is because one filtered the liquids, but if one did not 
filter them, the gnats are permitted. Evidently, one need not be 
concerned that they emerged from the water onto the side of 
the vessel. 


§ With regard to the prohibition against consuming creeping ani- 
mals, Shmuel says: A cucumber that became infested with worms 


while attached to the ground™ is prohibited, due to the prohibi- 
tion of: “Every swarming thing that swarms upon the earth,” 
because the cucumber was considered part of the earth when the 
worms infested it. 


The Gemara suggests: Let us say that a comparison of the following 

two baraitot supports Shmuel’s opinion. As it is taught in one 

baraita: “Every swarming thing that swarms upon the earth” serves 

to exclude zizin,® a type of insect that is found in lentils, and 

mosquitoes that are in kelisim,’ a type of bean, and worms that 

are in dates and in dried figs. All of these are permitted for con- 
sumption because they do not swarm on the earth itself. And it is 

taught in another baraita that when the verse states: “Every 
swarming thing that swarms upon the earth,” the word “every” 
serves to include as non-kosher worms that are in the roots of 
olive trees? and that are in the roots of vines. 


BACKGROUND 


Zizin — yt: This refers to a type of beetle that burrows in lentil 
seeds. Some identify it as Bruchus lentis, which lays its eggs on 
the seed pod. After hatching, the larva digs its way into the seed 
and feeds on it, and after metamorphosis it emerges from the 
lentil in its mature form. Others offer alternative suggestions as 
to its identity. 


Mosquitoes that are in kelisim — Dph% mwm: According to 
the Rambam, kelisim are figs. If so, the Gemara here is apparently 
referring to fig wasps of the species Blastophega psenes, which 
both feed on figs and help pollinate the trees. According to the 


Halakhot Gedolot, kelisim are beans, and others have suggested 
that the term refers to the Syrian mesquite, Prosopis farcta, a thorny 
shrub from the bean family. 


Worms that are in the roots of olive trees - ont ypy aw nybin: 
In Eretz Yisrael there are various species of insect that feed on the 
trunks or fruit of trees. Most damage is inflicted not by the insects 
but by the larvae, which burrow through the wood until the tree 
dies or is broken by the wind. One example of a worm that feeds 
on vines is Schistocerus bimaculatus. 
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What, is it not that both this and that baraita are referring to insects 
that are found in the fruit, and this, the latter baraita, deems forbid- 
den fruit that is attached to the ground, and that, the former baraita, 
deems permitted fruit that is not attached to the ground? This would 
support Shmuel’s statement that worms in a cucumber attached to 
the ground are forbidden. 


The Gemara responds: No, it is possible that both this and that 
baraita are referring to insects found in vegetation attached to the 
ground; and the apparent contradiction between the two is not 
difficult. This, the former baraita, deems permitted insects found 
in the fruit, and that, the latter baraita, deems forbidden insects 
found in the tree itself. This interpretation contradicts Shmuel’s 
statement. 


The Gemara notes: The language of the latter baraita is also precise," 
as it teaches: Worms that are in the roots of olive trees and in the 
roots of vines, clearly referring to the tree itself rather than the fruit. 
The Gemara concludes: Learn from it that the second interpretation 
is correct. 


§ From the above discussion, it is clear that worms that grow in 
produce not attached to the ground, and have never emerged from 
the produce, do not fall under the prohibition of: “Every swarming 
thing that swarms upon the earth,” because they have never swarmed 
on the earth. Rav Yosef raises a dilemma: If a worm emerged 
from the produce but died" before it reached the earth, what is the 
halakha? Is it considered to have swarmed on the earth simply by 
having emerged? If only part of it emerged, what is the halakha? If it 
emerged into the air of the world and flew away without landing, 
what is the halakha? The Gemara responds to all of the above: The 
dilemma shall stand unresolved. 


Rav Ashi raises a dilemma: If a worm was spawned in a date, and it 
emerges and climbs onto the roof of the date, i.e., its upper part, what 
is the halakha? Is this considered the normal manner of growth for 
the worm, in which case this does not render it forbidden, or is the 
roof of the date considered a separate entity such that crawling there 
constitutes swarming on the earth? And if it is considered a separate 
entity, what is the halakha if the worm climbed onto the roof of the 
date’s pit? Is this considered the normal manner of growth for the 
worm? If the worm emerged from a date and entered a date that was 
attached to it, without being exposed to the air, what then is the 
halakha? The Gemara responds to all of the above: The dilemma shall 
stand unresolved. 


§ Rav Sheshet, son of Rav Idi, says: Kukeyanei,“’ worms found in 
the internal organs of animals, e.g., in the lung and liver, are forbid- 
den. What is the reason for this? It is that they came from the out- 
side world, i.e., the animal must have swallowed them along with 
vegetation, in which case these worms were already included in the 
prohibition: “Every swarming thing that swarms on the earth is a 
detestable thing; it shall not be eaten.” 


Rav Ashi objects to this: If they came from the outside world, they 
should be found in the digestive tract as well. Since they are found 
only in non-digestive organs, they must have originated in the animal 
and should not be considered creeping animals that swarm on 
the earth. 


Kukeyanei — 1381p: Several types of worm and larva can be 
found in animals. Some mature worms live in the intestines of the 
animal, where they lay their eggs. Flukes, of the class Trematoda, 
grow mainly in the liver. From the digestive system, worms or 


BACKGROUND 


They can reach the lungs through the stomach and blood ves- 
sels, or the brain via cud that the animal regurgitates toward the 
nasal cavity. In rare instances a larva may enter an animal directly 
through its nose. 


eggs travel to other organs, where they develop and mature. 
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NOTES 

Is also precise, etc. — 3) 33 7799: According to Tosafot, 
all worms that grow in produce, even when it is attached 
to the ground, are permitted, and only those that grow 
in the trunks of the trees are forbidden. According to 
Sefer Yere’im, even worms that grow in bean pods are 
forbidden, because the pods will harden in the future, 
becoming like a woody trunk. Although the conclusion 
of this passage appears to be that the halakha is not in 
accordance with the opinion of Shmuel, in light of the 
discussion on 58b, it seems that Shmuel's statement is in 
act the accepted halakha, and that is the opinion of the 
geonim (She'iltot deRav Ahai Gaon; Halakhot Gedolot). 


Kukeyanei — 38t: According to Rashi, this word refers 
o worms found in an animal's internal organs. Rav Ashi 
holds that they are permitted because they originate 
in the animal and not on the earth, but the Gemara 
deems them forbidden because they enter the animal 
rom outside. According to Rabbeinu Tam, Rav Ashi can- 
not contradict the baraita cited later deeming worms in 
animals forbidden even if they originate in the animal. 
Therefore, the word kukeyanei must refer exclusively to 
worms found in fish. Early commentaries note that this 
is the interpretation of the geonim and is explicit in some 
extual variants of the Talmud (Ramban; Rashba). Accord- 
ing to this interpretation of the word kukeyanei, worms 
ound in internal organs of fish are forbidden according 
o the conclusion of the Gemara. 


HALAKHA 


Emerged but died, etc. — 151 nmg mwa: Worms that 
grow in produce that has been picked are permitted, 
because the Torah prohibits only creatures that swarm 
on the earth. This applies only to worms that have not 
emerged from the produce. When a worm emerges from 
the produce it is rendered forbidden, even if it dies in 
the air before reaching the ground, or only part it has 
emerged, or it emerged onto the surface of the produce 
or onto its pit, or it emerged straight into an adjacent pro- 
duce. All of these cases are unresolved in the Gemara, and 
there is a principle that one rules stringently in cases of 
uncertainty with regard to Torah law. Some deem a worm 
non-kosher even if it emerges from the produce after it 
has died, in accordance with the version of the text cited 
by the Rif and the Rambam: Emerged dead (Rambam 
Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Ma‘akhalot Assurot 2:14-16; Shulhan 
Arukh, Yoreh Dea 84:4). 
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BACKGROUND 


Worms — 1377: According to Rashi, this refers to horsefly 
maggots. Maggots are the larval stage of flies, and they 
develop between the flesh and the skin. Some maggots 
burrow through the bodies of cows, such that one can find 
them deep inside the flesh. 
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Some state the exchange differently: Rav Sheisha, son of Rav 
Idi, says: Kukeyanei are permitted. What is the reason for this? 
It is that they originate from inside the animal. Rav Ashi said: 
This is obvious, as if they came from the outside world, they 
should be found in the digestive tract. 


The Gemara concludes: And the halakha is: Kukeyanei are for- 
bidden. What is the reason for this? It is that the animal sleeps, 
and worms enter it through its snout. From there they travel to 
the internal organs without passing through the digestive tract. 
Worms®™" found in meat between the skin and the flesh are 
forbidden; those found in fish are permitted. 


The Gemara recounts: Ravina said to his mother: Conceal the 

fish’s worms inside it so I cannot see them, and I will eat the fish. 
Rav Mesharshiyya, son of Rav Aha, said to Ravina: What is 

different in this case from that which is taught in a baraita, that 

the verse: “Their carcasses you shall have in detestation” 
(Leviticus 11:11), serves to include worms that are in animals as 

forbidden? Why are worms in fish permitted? 


Ravina said to him: How can these cases be compared? An 
animal is rendered permitted for consumption only by slaugh- 
ter. Before it is slaughtered, it and all its contents are considered 
part of a living animal and prohibited by the Torah. And since 
the animal’s slaughter is not effective for these worms, they 
retain their forbidden status. But fish are rendered permitted 
by merely gathering them; they are not included in the prohibi- 
tion against eating a limb from a living animal. And therefore, 
when these worms originate inside the fish, they originate in a 
permitted state. 


NOTES 


Worms -= 1371: According to most commentaries, this refers 
exclusively to worms found in the flesh itself or under the skin, 
which certainly originate inside the animal or fish and did not 
come from outside. Only concerning these worms is the hal- 
akha different with regard to those found in fish as opposed 
to those found in animals. Kukeyanei, on the other hand, are 
forbidden even in fish because they originate outside, on the 
earth. The Rambam, however, writes that all worms found in 
fish or animals are forbidden, save those that appear in fish after 
they are salted. Apparently, he understands the Gemara here as 


Kukeyanei...worms — °71...3%737: All worms found in an 
animal are forbidden, whether they are found in its internal 
organs or under its skin. Worms found in the internal organs 
of fish are also forbidden, but those found under its skin or in 
its flesh are permitted, in accordance with the conclusion of 
the Gemara and the interpretation of the majority of the early 
commentaries. This applies only to worms that grow in the 
animal or fish while it is still alive. Worms that grow in animals 


HALAKHA 


referring only to worms that appear in the animal after it has 
been slaughtered, perhaps inferring this from the Gemara’s use 
of the word meat (Maggid Mishne). 


By merely gathering them — xnbya nyora: The Torah states: 


“If flocks and herds be slain for them, will they suffice them? 


Or if all the fish of the sea be gathered together for them, will 
they suffice them?” (Numbers 11:22). This verse indicates that 
gathering fish is equivalent to slaughtering animals (see 27b). 


after slaughter, or in fish or cheese, are permitted as long as 
they have not emerged. Some authorities, such as the Rambam, 
deem all worms forbidden even after slaughter in any animal 
that requires slaughter. The custom is to rule leniently, in accor- 
dance with the former opinion (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot 
Ma‘akhalot Assurot 2:17; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De'a 84:16, and in 
the comment of Rema). 
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Q The verse states: “Whatever goes upon the belly, and whatever 
goes upon all fours, or whatever has many feet, even all swarming 
things that swarm upon the earth, them you shall not eat” (Leviticus 
11:42). The Sages taught in a baraita that the phrase “goes upon the 
belly” is referring to the snake. The preceding word “whatever” 
serves to include the earthworm’ and animals similar to an earth- 
worm. The phrase “upon all fours” is referring to the scorpion.’ 
The preceding phrase “whatever goes” serves to include the beetle’ 
and animals similar to a beetle. The phrase “has many feet” is 
referring to the centipede.” The preceding phrase “or whatever” 
serves to include animals similar to a centipede and animals 
similar to those similar to it. 


It is taught in a baraita: Rabbi Yosei ben Durmaskit says: The 
leviathan mentioned in the Bible is a kosher fish," as it is stated: 
“His armor is his pride” (Job 41:7), and: “Sharpest potsherds are 
under him” (Job 41:22). The phrase “his armor” is referring to his 
scales, which protect him like armor. The phrase “sharpest pot- 
sherds are under him” is referring to fins with which he swims, 
which are sharp and project from his underside. 


BACKGROUND 


Earthworm —bwhy: Earthworms of the genus Lumbricus are 
found in all areas of Eretz Yisrael. They lack both eyes and legs 
and are attracted to damp environments. Earthworms are ben- 
eficial to agriculture in that they break up organic matter in the 
ground and aerate the soil by burrowing channels through it. 


Common earthworms 


Scorpion — 279%: In Eretz Yisrael there are ten species of scorpi- 
ons, whose venoms are harmful to various degrees. Scorpions 
feed on insects, which they trap with their powerful claws and 
paralyze with their venom. They have eight legs, four on each 
side, and some therefore claim that the Gemara interprets the 
reference to four legs as denoting four pairs of legs. 


Common yellow scorpion 


Beetle - mwin: Beetles, of the order Coleoptera, constitute 
the largest order of insects and of animals in general. In Eretz 
Yisrael alone there are approximately three thousand species. 


The body of a beetle is divided into the head, thorax, and abdo- 
men, and it has two pairs of wings and three pairs of legs. 


Pentodon bidens, a beetle found in Eretz Yisrael 


Centipede — bay: In Eretz Yisrael there are several species of 
many-legged arthropods, which scientists differentiate into 
centipedes and millipedes. Among the centipedes is the Medi- 
terranean banded centipede, Scolopedra cingulata, whose body 
consists of twenty-two segments, each with its own pair of legs. 
The bodies of millipedes are more cylindrical, and each segment 
has two pairs of legs. The millipede Archispirostreptus syriacus 
can be found among rocks, and it secretes a foul-smelling, poi- 
sonous fluid that can cause skin irritation. 


r ae 
Ez ar 


Mediterranean banded centipede 


NOTES —— 
The leviathan is a kosher fish — seam witty a 19: This 
statement is necessary because the leviathan is referred 
to elsewhere, in Isaiah 27:1, as a serpent (Arukh). The Sages 
teach that at the end of days, God will arrange a feast for 
the righteous from the leviathan's flesh (Bava Batra 74b-75a). 
Although the leviathan is often identified as the whale, 
whales lack scales and are therefore not kosher. 
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This chapter began by addressing tereifot. The mishna presented a list of tereifot 
received as a tradition from Moses at Sinai, which includes not only animals clawed 
by predators but those suffering from several other conditions or injuries affecting 
various organs. The Gemara enumerated a number of other cases of tereifot taught 
by the amora’im. Other than these, the list of tereifot is fixed and no other cases may 
be added or removed. Nevertheless, there are several instances in which it is unclear 
whether an animal is a tereifa or not. In such situations, the Gemara invoked the 
principle that no tereifa can live more than twelve months as a method for proving 
whether an animal is kosher. The Gemara listed no illness as rendering an animal 
tereifa per se. It is even permitted, though unadvisable, to slaughter an animal with 
a terminal illness to prevent it from dying by itself, and thereby render its meat 
permitted for consumption. Still, there are certain cases in which it is prohibited to 
consume an animal due to the hazard it poses, even though it is not a tereifa. The 
mishna presented a parallel list of tereifot with regard to birds, which, though similar 
to the list of tereifa animals, differs in some key respects, reflecting the physiological 
differences between birds and animals. Throughout the first part of the chapter, the 
Gemara described and discussed specific medical conditions and injuries in birds and 
animals, including methods for determining when the injury or condition renders 
the animal a tereifa and when it does not. 


The second subject analyzed in the chapter is kosher and non-kosher animals. The 
signs of a kosher animal are explicit in the Torah: Any animal with a split hoof that 
chews cud. Nevertheless, in this chapter other signs were provided to facilitate 
identifying a kosher animal in cases where the standard signs are not discernible. The 
Sages also offered additional signs not appearing in the Torah to distinguish between 
domesticated and undomesticated kosher animals. This distinction is important, 
because all fat of undomesticated animals is permitted for consumption, while some 
fats of domesticated animals are forbidden. 


The distinction between kosher and non-kosher birds is more complicated. The 
Torah gives no signs, instead presenting a list of non-kosher birds. Not only are these 
birds difficult to identify, but the verses also include several instances of the phrase 
“after its kinds,’ amplifying the prohibition to include other, unknown species. The 
mishna provides four signs of a kosher bird: Not clawing its food, and having an 
extra digit, a crop, and a gizzard that can be peeled by hand. The Gemara added 
signs with which one can recognize kosher eggs and attempted to identify certain 
birds mentioned in the verses. However, difficulties in identification remain, and in 
practice birds are known to be kosher only through tradition. 


The signs of a kosher fish are explicit in the Torah as well: Any fish with a fin and a 
scale is kosher. In most cases this is sufficient to determine whether a given fish is 


Summary of 
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permitted. In cases where uncertainty arises, there are additional signs provided by 
the Sages, relating to the eggs and internal organs of a fish, which can assist in the 
determination. 


The Torah provides both a list of kosher grasshoppers as well as a sign: Large hind 
legs for jumping. The combination of the two gives rise to an expanded list of signs 
presented in the mishna. The Gemara analyzes these signs and identifies the species 
mentioned in the Torah by means of an oral tradition transmitted by the Sages. 


In summary, the chapter addressed all types of animals with respect to whether they 
are permitted for consumption, and it is the primary source of halakha on this subject. 
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And every animal that parts the hoof, and has the 
hooves wholly cloven in two, and chews the cud, among 
the animals, that you may eat. 


(Deuteronomy 14:6) 


And you shall be holy men unto Me, and you shall not 
eat any flesh that is torn of animals [tereifa] in the 
field; you shall cast it to the dogs. 


(Exodus 22:30) 


This chapter deals with one central topic: The halakha of an animal fetus found inside 
its mother’s womb after the mother is slaughtered. 


When an animal encounters difficulty in giving birth and its owner is concerned that 
it could die, he may decide to slaughter it first. This act of slaughter raises a series 
of questions, not with regard to the animal itself, which is certainly kosher if the 
slaughter was performed properly, but with regard to the fetus in its womb. 


The assumption is that the slaughter is effective with regard to the entire animal, 
including everything inside it. Therefore, just as all its limbs may be eaten, so too, 
the fetus is considered part of it for the purposes of this halakha and may likewise 
be eaten. Yet in a case where the animal is having difficulty giving birth, the fetus it 
contains has usually completed its term of gestation. It is unclear whether a fetus is 
still considered part of the mother and is permitted by its slaughter, or whether it 
has the status of an independent creature. Likewise, it is possible that there are dif- 
ferences between fetuses at various stages of development. 


There are also cases where a fetus found alive in the womb of a slaughtered animal, 
called a ben pekua, survives and develops in the normal manner. Does this animal 
require slaughter? Furthermore, ifit is considered part of its mother, perhaps it does 
not have the status of an animal at all, which would mean that other prohibitions that 
apply to animals, e.g., the sciatic nerve and forbidden fats, do not apply to it. 


The decision to slaughter an animal encountering difficulty in giving birth is generally 
made after the beginning of the labor. This raises several questions, including the 
exact stage of birth at which the fetus is considered to be born, i.e., when the slaughter 
of its mother is no longer effective with regard to it. What is the halakha with regard 
to a limb that was extended out of the mother’s body? Is this limb also permitted by 
the act of slaughter? If it is not, but the fetus withdrew it before the slaughter took 
place, is it once again included in the slaughter? Furthermore, on occasion it is neces- 
sary to sever the extended limb before the slaughter of the mother, and the precise 
status of this limb must be established. 


These issues with regard to the status of a fetus or one of its limbs concern not only 
the question of whether or not they are permitted for consumption, but also the other 
aspect of slaughter, preventing the animal from having the status of a carcass, which 
is a primary category of ritual impurity. The chapter also discusses the question of 
whether or not the slaughter of the mother is effective with regard to the purity of the 
limb in the same manner that slaughter renders pure from the impurity of an animal 
carcass an animal with a wound that will cause it to die within twelve months [tereifa]. 


Apropos these questions with regard to a fetus, the chapter addresses the definition 
ofa fetus in its mother’s womb. With regard to other halakhic matters, to what extent 
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is it considered part of its mother and to what extent is it an independent animal? It 
also analyzes the case of a placenta without a fetus, found inside a slaughtered animal, 
as well as the halakhot concerning the placenta in general. 


These are the major topics of this chapter. Incidental to these matters the Gemara 
examines several fundamental issues involving the prohibition of a limb from a living 
animal, as well as the halakhot ofimpurity and purity. It also completes the discussion 
of Chapter Three concerning a tereifa. 
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birth and meanwhile the fetus extended its foreleg outside the mother 
animal’s womb and then brought it back inside, and then the mother 
animal was slaughtered, the consumption of the fetus is permitted" by 
virtue of the slaughter of the mother animal. But if the fetus extended 
its head" outside the womb, even if it then brought it back inside, the 
halakhic status of that fetus is like that of a newborn, and the slaughter 
of the mother animal does not permit the consumption of the fetus. 
Rather, it requires its own slaughter. 


If, prior to slaughtering an animal, one severs pieces from a fetus that 
is in the womb" and leaves those pieces in the womb, their consump- 
tion is permitted by virtue of the slaughter of the mother animal. By 
contrast, if one severs pieces of the spleen or of the kidneys" of an 
animal and then slaughters it, then even if those pieces are left inside the 
animal their consumption is prohibited, because an organ severed from 
a living being is not permitted by the subsequent slaughter of the animal. 
This is the principle: An item that is part of an animal's body that was 
severed prior to its slaughter is prohibited even after slaughter, and an 
item that is not part of its body, i.e., its fetus, is permitted by virtue of 
its slaughter. 


GEMARA™ Gemara qualifies the first ruling of the 


mishna: Rav Yehuda says that Rav says: But as 
for the limb itself," i.e., the foreleg, its consumption is prohibited, even 
though the fetus brought it back inside prior to the slaughter. 


What is the reason for this? It is as the verse states: “And flesh, in the 
field, a tereifa, you shall not eat” (Exodus 22:30). A tereifa is an animal 
with a wound that will cause it to die within twelve months; its consump- 
tion is prohibited even ifit is ritually slaughtered. The Gemara interprets 
the verse as teaching a principle: Once flesh whose permitted status is 
dependent on being within a certain area, e.g., sacrificial meat within the 
Temple courtyard, has gone outside of its boundary, i.e., the area in 
which it is permitted, which the verse describes as being “in the field,’ it 
becomes permanently prohibited, like a tereifa. Likewise, the permitted 
status of a fetus is dependent on its being within the womb when the 
mother animal is slaughtered. Accordingly, if any part of the fetus leaves 
the womb before the slaughter, it is rendered permanently prohibited. 


The Gemara raises a difficulty: We learned in the mishna: If an animal 
was encountering difficulty giving birth and as a result the fetus 
extended its foreleg outside the mother animal's body but then brought 
it back, and then the animal was slaughtered, the consumption of the 
fetus is permitted by virtue of the slaughter of the mother animal. The 
Gemara assumes: What, is the mishna not referring to the entire fetus, 
including the limb, i.e., the foreleg, when it states that its consumption 
is permitted by the slaughter? This would contradict Rav’s ruling. The 
Gemara answers: No, the mishna is referring to the rest of the fetus, 
apart from the foreleg. 


was encountering difficu 
fetus extended its foreleg 


ty giving birth and the 
outside the womb and 


then brought it back inside, and then the mother 


animal was slaughtered, 


he consumption of the 


entire fetus is permitted, except for the foreleg 
itself. If it did not bring its foreleg back inside, then 
both the foreleg and the location of the cut, i.e., 
the point on the foreleg that lay on the boundary 
between the inside and outside of the womb, are 
prohibited, as Rav explains (Rambam Sefer Kedu- 
sha, Hilkhot Ma‘akhalot Assurot 5:10; Shulhan Arukh, 
Yoreh De‘a 14:2). 


Extended its head - jÝ ny xxii: If a fetus 
extended its head from its mother’s womb, it is 
considered to have been born and is no longer 
permitted by virtue of its mother’s slaughter (Ram- 
bam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Ma‘akhalot Assurot 5:9, 
15; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De'a 141-2). 


If one severs pieces from a fetus that is in the 
womb - myrgaw Taya Win: If prior to slaughter- 
ing an animal one severs pieces from a fetus that 
is in the womb, leaving those pieces in the womb, 
their consumption is permitted by virtue of the 
slaughter of the mother animal (Rambam Sefer 
Kedusha, Hilkhot Ma‘akhalot Assurot 5:9; Shulhan 
Arukh, Yoreh De'a 14:6). 


Of the spleen or of the kidneys — pa Binur m 
niban: If one severed pieces of the spleen or 
kidneys of an animal, or any other organ whose 
removal does not thereby render the animal 
a tereifa, and then slaughtered the animal, it is 
prohibited to consume those pieces even if they 
were left inside the animal, because they have the 
status of limbs from a living animal (Rambam Sefer 
Kedusha, Hilkhot Ma‘akhalot Assurot 5:9; Shulhan 
Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 14:6 and Taz and Shakh there). 


The limb itself — sayy 32%: If a fetus extended its 
foreleg outside the mother animal's womb and 
then brought it back inside, the slaughter of the 
mother animal does not permit the foreleg for 
consumption. This ruling is in accordance with the 
opinion of Rav and applies only if the mother was 
slaughtered before the offspring was born. But if it 
was born before the mother was slaughtered, the 
foreleg is permitted by means of the offspring’s 
own slaughter, provided that its full term of gesta- 
tion was completed, which is five months for a 
small animal and nine months for a large animal 
(Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Ma‘akhalot Assurot 
5:9, 15; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 14:1-2, and in the 
comment of Rema). 
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The Gemara asks: If the mishna is referring to the rest of the fetus, why 
state specifically that the fetus brought back its foreleg? Even if it did 
not bring it back the rest of the fetus would still be permitted. The 
Gemara answers: The same is true, that the rest of the fetus is permitted, 
even if it did not bring back its foreleg. But since the tanna of the 
mishna wants to teach in the latter clause: If the fetus extended its head, 
even though it brought it back, the halakhic status of that fetus is like 
that of a newborn and is permitted only through its own slaughter, 
therefore he also taught in the first clause that the fetus brought back 
its foreleg, for stylistic reasons, despite the fact that the ruling is not 
limited to that case. 
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BACKGROUND 


Firstborn with regard to inheritance — mona qi53: 
A father's firstborn son is given an extra share in the inher- 
itance (see Deuteronomy 21:17). This privilege is granted 
even if he is not the mother’s firstborn son, and even if 
he is a mamzer. The firstborn son's share is twice the size 
of that received by each of the other sons, and is given 
only from property actually present in the estate at the 
time of the father's death, not from property accruing to 
the estate later, which is divided equally among all heirs. 


Firstborns — ninaa: The Torah states: “Sanctify to Me 
every firstborn, whatever opens the womb among the 
children of Israel, both of man and of animal, it is Mine’ 
(Exodus 13:2). In practical terms, the sanctity of a first- 
born son is limited to the obligation to redeem him from 
the priest for five pieces of silver (see Exodus 13:13 and 
Numbers 18:15-16). Similarly, the Torah requires that all 
firstborn male donkeys be redeemed by giving a lamb 
to a priest in exchange for them. If the donkey is not 
redeemed its neck must be broken (see Exodus 13:13). 


” 


LANGUAGE 

Concealed opening [prozdor] — i318: Many com- 
mentaries maintain the proper spelling of this word is 
prozdod. In any event, the term is derived from Greek, 
apparently from npootas, prostas, meaning entrance 
room, gatehouse, and the like. The word is used by the 
Sages in reference to certain architectural structures, as 
well as euphemistically to refer to female genitalia. Here 
it refers to the inner thighs, which cover the opening of 
the vagina in humans but not in animals (see Josafot). 


Colonnaded entrance hall from a tomb in Cyprus, fourth century BCE 
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The Gemara asks: And concerning this latter clause itself, what 
does it teach us? Does it teach that once the fetus extended its 
head, that is considered a birth? But we have already learned this 
in a mishna (Bekhorot 46a): Who is considered a firstborn with 
regard to inheritance’ but is not considered a firstborn’ with 
regard to the requirement to be redeemed by giving five shekels to 
the priests?" It is a son who came after the miscarriage of an 
underdeveloped fetus. The mishna adds that the category of still- 
birth includes the case of a child who did not reach full term, even 
if its head emerged alive," or a fully developed, nine-month-old 
fetus whose head emerged dead. 


The Gemara infers from the final clause of the mishna: The reason 
a son born following the miscarriage is considered a firstborn with 
regard to inheritance is that the head of the miscarriage emerged 
only after it was already dead. But if its head had initially emerged 
alive, even if it then died before being fully delivered, the son born 
after him would not be considered a firstborn even with regard 
to inheritance. Apparently, this is because the emergence of the 
head alive is considered a birth, and therefore any subsequent child 
cannot be considered the firstborn. Evidently, it is unnecessary for 
the mishna here to teach this definition of a birth. 


And if you would say that the mishna there teaches us the defini- 
tion of birth with regard to a person, and the mishna here teaches 
us that the same definition applies to an animal, another problem 
remains, as the Gemara will presently explain. 


Before explaining the problem with this suggestion, the Gemara 
explains why it is necessary to teach the definition with regard to 
both people and animals: Because the definition of birth with 
regard to a person cannot be derived from that of an animal, as 
an animal does not have a concealed opening [prozdor]' to the 
womb, unlike women, whose thighs conceal the opening to their 
womb. Consequently, even if the definition were stated with regard 
to an animal, one might limit it to animals, as that stage is immedi- 
ately visible; whereas in women it is not. And conversely, the defini- 
tion of birth with regard to an animal cannot be derived from that 
of a person, as the form of a person’s face is significant because 
people are created in the image of God, and their faces bear the mark 
of their intelligence, which is not true of animals. Consequently, 
perhaps the emergence of the head alone is considered a birth only 
with regard to a person. 


HALAKHA 


Who is a firstborn with regard to inheritance but is not a 
firstborn with regard to the priests — i»x) pasy) Vida WK 
Diy wi2a: A son born following a miscarriage does not have 
firstborn status with regard to the requirement of redemption. By 
contrast, with regard to inheritance it does have firstborn status, 
even if the miscarried fetus's head initially emerged alive but it 
had not reached its full term, or if had reached its full term but 
was stillborn. This is in accordance with the mishna in Bekhorot 


Who is a firstborn with regard to inheritance but is not a 
firstborn with regard to the priests — i»x1 mond Vida VK 
myi sina: The status of a firstborn with regard to the require- 
ment to redeem it is derived from the verse: “Sanctify to Me 
all the firstborn, whatever opens the womb” (Exodus 13:2). The 
phrase “whoever opens the womb” indicates that the status of 
the firstborn is applied only to the first child to issue from the 
mother’s womb. Therefore, even a miscarriage would preclude 
a subsequent child from having firstborn status in this regard. 
By contrast, with regard to inheritance, where the firstborn 
receives a double portion, the verse states: “For he is the first 
fruits of his strength [ono], the right of the firstborn is his” (Deu- 
teronomy 21:17). The term “his strength [ono]" is interpreted as 
being associated with mourning [aninut], and so it indicates 
that firstborn status in this respect is given to the first child over 


NOTES 


(46a). The halakha in a case where the entire fetus emerged is 
subject to a dispute between the later commentaries. In the 
case of a non-viable newborn that died immediately after its 
head emerged, a son born afterward does not have the status 
of the firstborn either with regard to redemption or with regard 
to inheritance (Rambam Sefer Zera’im, Hilkhot Bikkurim 11:15 and 
Sefer Mishpatim, Hilkhot Nahalot 2:10; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 
305:22 and Hoshen Mishpat 277:6). 


which the father would mourn were it to die. This is understood 
to be limited to a child that was born alive (see Rashi, citing Bava 
Batra ma). Accordingly, even if that child were preceded by a 
stillbirth, it would be considered the firstborn for the purposes 
of inheritance. 


Even if its head emerged alive — 1m iwx1 KYW 15 by ane: The 
novelty of this statement is that despite the fact that the child's 
head emerged while it was alive, since it had not reached full 
term and it died before being fully born, this does not preclude 
a subsequent child from having firstborn status. This statement 
applies only to firstborn status with regard to inheritance. With 
regard to redemption, even if the child was dead by the time its 
head emerged, a subsequent child would not be considered a 
firstborn (see Bekhorot 46a). 
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The Gemara proceeds to explain why the above suggestion is not a 

solution: With regard to this halakha also, that the emergence of 
the head ofan animal is considered a birth, we have already learned 

it ina mishna (77a): If part of a placenta? emerged" from the womb 

of an animal before it was slaughtered, its consumption is prohib- 
ited" even after the mother animal is slaughtered. The reason for 

this is just as the placenta is an indication of the presence of a fetus 

in a woman, so too, it is an indication of the presence of a fetus in 

an animal. Consequently, it is possible that the part of the placenta 

that emerged contained the head of the fetus, and accordingly it 

would be considered to have been born. The slaughter of the mother 
animal would therefore not permit it for consumption. Evidently, it 

is unnecessary for the mishna here to teach the definition of a birth 

even with regard to an animal. 


The Gemara has established that the latter clause does not teach any 
novelty. Accordingly, it returns to challenging Rav’s ruling: Granted, 
the mishna is understood if you say that the statement that the fetus 
brought its foreleg back inside the mother animal, which is men- 
tioned in the first clause of the mishna, is written specifically in 
order to teach the novelty that the foreleg is permitted if it was 
brought back before the slaughter, in contrast to Rav’s ruling. If so, 
then one can claim the mishna taught it in the latter clause due to 
the first clause, so that they would be parallel stylistically, and no 
novelty is necessary in the latter clause. 


But if you say the first clause is not written specifically and does 
not teach a novelty, but rather the mishna is referring to the permit- 
ted status of the rest of the fetus, which is permitted even if it does 
not bring back its foreleg, and you also say the latter clause is not 
written specifically to teach a novelty, since the definition of birth 
is already taught in a mishna elsewhere, then why does it need 
to teach the halakha that the foreleg or head were brought back at 
all? Perforce, the first clause must be referring to the permitted 
status of the foreleg and limiting it specifically to the case where it 
was brought back inside. This contradicts Rav’s ruling. 


The Gemara responds: No; actually, the mishna is referring to the 
permitted status of the rest of the fetus, but nevertheless, the state- 
ment that the fetus brought back its foreleg does teach a novelty. 
This is similar to that which Rav Nahman bar Yitzhak said, in 
explanation of a ruling in a baraita cited below, that it is necessary 
only with regard to the location of a cut limb on the fetus’s body. 
If the foreleg were to be severed at precisely the point that lay on the 
boundary between the inside and the outside of the womb, then the 
location of the cut on the fetus’s body would also be prohibited. 
Here too, one can explain that the ruling is necessary only with 
regard to the location of the cut," and it teaches that if the fetus 
did not bring back its foreleg, then not only is the foreleg prohibited 
but the location of the cut is also prohibited. 


NOTES 


If part of a placenta emerged its consumption is prohibited - the consumption is permitted, it is referring to the permitted 
TYI THON ADYPI MMW ww: The placenta is permitted status not of the limb but of the location of the cut. The limb 
for consumption by the slaughter of the mother only if the fetus that left the womb is certainly permanently prohibited, and the 
contained within the mother was permitted. Since in this case the rest of the fetus is permitted. The location of the cut is unique 
head of the fetus may have already emerged but was unnoticed in that when the limb was still outside of the womb, it lay on 
because it was obscured by the presence of the placenta, there the boundary of the womb and so is considered neither to be 
is concern the fetus may no longer be permitted by the mother's _ inside the womb nor to have fully left it. Consequently, if at the 
slaughter. Therefore, the entire placenta is also prohibited, includ- time of the slaughter the limb was still outside the womb, then 
ing the part of the placenta that remained inside the animal. since at that time the location of the cut was not enclosed inside 


he womb it would not be permitted by virtue of the mother's 


It is necessary only with regard to the location of the cut - slaughter. Nevertheless, since ultimately it never fully left the 
yon oip Kox mwa xb: According to this, when the mishna womb, if it is then returned inside, the mother’s slaughter will 
states: If the fetus extended its foreleg and then brought it back permit it (see Rashi and Ran). 


BACKGROUND 


Placenta - xo: The placenta is a mass filled with blood 
vessels affixed to the wall of the uterus through which, by 


way of the umbi 
after birth, usual 


ical cord, the fetus is nourished. Shortly 
y within the first hour, the placenta sep- 


arates from the uterus and is expelled from the body. The 


existence of a p 


acenta is clear evidence that a woman 


or a female animal was pregnant. Such an indication 
is important when there is uncertainty whether there 


had been a birt 
impurity and for 
will have the sta 
then even if the 


, which is relevant for the halakhot of 
defining whether subsequent offspring 
us of a firstborn. If a placenta is expelled, 
re is no fetus present, it is assumed that 


either it was de 
developed prop 


ivered and then taken away, or it never 
erly and therefore is not discernible. 


Terracotta model of a 


placenta from the Roman period 


HALAKHA 


If part of a placenta emerged - anypa anew xu: 
If part of a placenta emerged from the womb, the con- 
sumption of the entire placenta is prohibited, in accor- 


dance with the 


ruling of the mishna on 77a (Rambam 


Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Ma‘akhalot Assurot 5:13). 
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HALAKHA 


Extended its foreleg and one cut it off - x»¥in 
janm i) ny: Ifa fetus extended its foreleg and one 
cut it off before the mother was slaughtered, it is 
prohibited to consume the part of the limb that 
was cut off. It also imparts ritual impurity like an 
animal carcass, as it is regarded as a limb from a 
living animal. The rest of the fetus is ritually pure and 
permitted to be consumed, as stated in the baraita 
(Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Ma‘akhalot Assurot 
5:11 and Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Shear Avot HaTumot 2:9; 
Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh Dea 14:2). 


NOTES 
That was outside is ritually impure and its con- 
sumption is prohibited — Tipe) Kav YINaw: Since 
at the time the limb was cut the fetus was alive, the 
limb is considered a limb from a living animal, which 
imparts ritual impurity as does a carcass (see 128b). 


Perek IV 
Daf68 Amudb 


HALAKHA 


The status of having been in contact with a 
slaughtered tereifa - mmg 79W yan: If an animal 
encountered difficulty giving birth and the fetus 
reached a limb outside the womb, and then that 
limb was cut off after its mother’s slaughter, the 
limb is regarded as a tereifa that was slaughtered. 
Therefore, by rabbinic law it imparts impurity to 
consecrated items but does not render teruma 
impure. The rest of the fetus is regarded as food 
that came into contact with a slaughtered tereifa. 
This is in accordance with the opinion of the Rabbis 
(Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Ma‘akhalot Assurot 
5:11; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De'a 14:2). 
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The Gemara suggests: Come and hear a challenge to Rav’s ruling 
from a baraita: Ifan animal was encountering difficulty giving birth, 
and as a result the fetus extended its foreleg outside the mother 
animal’s body and then brought it back inside and then afterward 
one slaughtered its mother, its consumption is permitted by virtue 
of the slaughter of the mother animal. But if one first slaughtered its 
mother, and only afterward did the fetus return its foreleg back inside, 
its consumption is prohibited. 


Ifthe fetus extended its foreleg outside and one cut it off," and then 
afterward one slaughtered its mother, then the part of the foreleg 
that was outside and was cut offis ritually impure and its consump- 
tion is prohibited," as it has the status of a limb cut from a living ani- 
mal, which is forbidden. And the rest of the fetus that was inside is 
ritually pure and its consumption is permitted by virtue the 
slaughter of the mother animal. 


If one slaughtered its mother and only afterward cut off the foreleg 
that had been extended outside, 


then the flesh of both the mother animal and the fetus, excluding the 
foreleg, is impure due to contact with a carcass. Since the foreleg of 
the now dead fetus was not permitted through an act of slaughtering, 
it is regarded as a carcass. It therefore imparts impurity to the rest 
of the flesh, which was in contact with it. This is the statement of 
Rabbi Meir. 


And the Rabbis say: Although the slaughter of the mother animal 
does not permit the consumption of the foreleg, it does serve to 
prevent the foreleg from imparting the ritual impurity of a carcass. 
Accordingly, the flesh has the status of having been in contact with 
a slaughtered tereifa." By Torah law, consumption of the animal is 
prohibited but it does not impart ritual impurity. The Sages decreed 
it to be impure in that it disqualifies sacrificial flesh with which it 
comes in contact. 


The Gemara explains the challenge to Rav’s ruling: In any event, the 
first clause of the baraita teaches: If the fetus extended its foreleg 
outside the mother animal’s body and then brought it back inside 
and then afterward one slaughtered its mother, its consumption is 
permitted. What, is it not referring to the limb, i.e., the foreleg, and 
the baraita rules that it is permitted, in contradiction to Rav’s ruling? 
The Gemara responds: No, it is referring to the rest of the fetus. 


The Gemara questions this: If the baraita is referring to the fetus, say 

the latter clause: If one first slaughtered its mother, and only after- 
ward the fetus returned its foreleg inside, its consumption is prohib- 
ited. The Gemara explains the question: And if it is referring to the 

fetus, why should it be prohibited in this case? 


The Gemara answers: The baraita is referring to the fetus, and should 
be explained in a manner similar to that which Rav Nahman bar 
Yitzhak said, in explanation of a ruling in a baraita cited below, that it 
is necessary only with regard to the location of the cut limb on the 
fetus’s body. If the foreleg was severed at precisely the point that lay 
on the boundary between the inside and outside when it was extended 
outside the womb, the location of the cut on the fetus’s body is also 
prohibited. Here too, one can explain that this ruling is necessary only 
with regard to the location of the cut, and it teaches that if the fetus 
did not return its foreleg, then not only is the foreleg prohibited but 
the location of the cut is prohibited as well. The foreleg itself, though, 
is prohibited even if it was brought back inside before the slaughter. 
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The Gemara asks: Is that so? But when Avimi came from Bei Hozai® 
he came and brought a baraita with him: One of the sources (see 
69a) that the slaughter of a pregnant animal also serves to permit the 
consumption of the fetus is the verse: “And every animal that has a 
split hoof and is cloven into two hooves, chews the cud, of the ani- 
mals, it you may eat” (Deuteronomy 14:6). The verse mentions both 
“hoof” in the singular and “hooves” in the plural to teach that some- 
times one may eat two hooves and sometimes only one, as follows: 
If the fetus extended two of its hooves outside the womb, if it 
returned one hoof one may eat, if it brought back both hooves one 
may eat. What, is it not that the baraita means that if it brought back 
one hoof one may eat that hoof, and likewise ifit brought back both 
hooves one may eat both of them, in contradiction to Rav’s ruling? 


The Gemara responds: No, it means that ifit brought back one hoof 
or even both, one may eat the rest of the fetus but not the hooves. 
The Gemara objects: If it is referring to the permitted status of the 
fetus, why does it specifically state that it brought back the hoof? 
Even if it did not bring it back the fetus would be permitted. Rav 
Nahman bar Yitzhak said the ruling of the baraita is necessary only 
with regard to the location of the cut limb on the body of the fetus. 
If the limb were to be severed at precisely the point that lay on the 
boundary between the inside and the outside when it was extended 
outside the womb, then the location of the cut on the fetus’s body 
would also be prohibited, but only if the fetus had not brought back 
that limb before the mother animal was slaughtered. 


The Gemara persists: But even given Rav Nahman bar Yitzhak’s claim 
the baraita adduces two verses, i.e., the mention of hoof and hooves. 
What, is it not that one serves to permit the limb, in contradiction 
to Rav’s ruling, and the other one serves to permit the location 
of the cut, in accordance with Rav Nahman bar Yitzhak’s ruling? 
The Gemara responds: No; one mention does serve to permit the 
location of the cut, but the other one serves to permit a fetus with 
non-cloven hooves [kalut]! found inside the womb of a cow™ that 
was slaughtered. Although the fetus does not bear the distinguishing 
characteristics of a kosher species, it is nevertheless permitted by 
virtue of the slaughter of its mother. 


And it is necessary to have a specific source to permit this according 
to the opinion of Rabbi Shimon, as Rabbi Shimon says: A calf with 
non-cloven hooves born from a kosher cow? is forbidden, as the 
calf does not bear the distinguishing characteristics of a kosher spe- 
cies. The verse teaches that this matter applies only where the fetus 
emerged into the airspace of the world, i.e., it was born before the 
mother animal was slaughtered. But ifit was still inside its mother’s 
womb when the mother was slaughtered, it is permitted. 


§ The Gemara attempted to challenge Rav’s ruling that once a limb 
of a fetus is extended outside the mother animal’s body it becomes 
prohibited even if it was then brought back, but did not find a con- 
clusive refutation. It now presents a dissenting opinion: Ulla says 
that Rabbi Yohanan says: And even the limb itself is permitted by 
virtue of the slaughter of the mother animal. 


Rav Yehuda said to Ulla: But Rav and Shmuel both say the limb 
itself is prohibited; how can you say otherwise? Ulla said to him: 
Who will give us some of the dust of the graves of Rav and Shmuel 
and we will fill our eyes with it; such is the greatness of those 
Sages. But I follow the opinion of Rabbi Yohanan, and this is what 
Rabbi Yohanan says: Initially one would assume all flesh that is 
permitted due to being within a certain boundary, e.g., a fetus inside 
its mother’s womb, the flesh of offerings of the most sacred order 
within the Temple courtyard, and the flesh of offerings of lesser 
sanctity within Jerusalem, was included in the verse: “And flesh, 
in the field, a tereifa, you shall not eat” (Exodus 22:30). The verse 
is interpreted to teach that if such flesh leaves its boundaries it is 
rendered forbidden, even should it subsequently return. 


BACKGROUND 

Bei Hozai - »xtin va: This is the Aramaic name for the 
area of the Persian kingdom surrounding the conflu- 
ence of the Tigris and Euphrates rivers. Nowadays it is 
known as Khuzestan, which is derived from the original 
name Hozai. This area was so distant from the centers 
of Jewish life in Babylonia that the trip between them 
took several months. Despite this, due to the strong 
business relations between Bei Hozai, Babylonia, and 
Eretz Yisrael, there was constant interaction between 
these places. 


Calf with non-cloven hooves born from a cow — ubp 
1913: Sometimes an offspring of two cloven-hoofed 
animals is born with a birth defect of syndacty|, i.e., 
non-cloven, hooves. Despite the fact that genetically 
it is certainly a specimen of a kosher species, this off- 
spring lacks one of the two signs of a kosher animal. 


Normal cow hoof at left, syndactyl hoof at right 


LANGUAGE 


Fetus with non-cloven hooves [kalut] - obp: In this 
context, kalut means attached or intermingled. The 
term may be related to the word miklat, refuge, i.e., a 
closed place where one can hide. 


NOTES 

But the other one serves to permit a fetus with non- 
cloven hooves found inside the womb of a cow — 
mvs ubp? ‘tM: This fetus developed with hooves 

that are not fully cloven; instead, the two toes are fused 

together. Since the verse that teaches a fetus is permit- 
ted through the slaughter of its mother refers to a fetus 

with “a hoof” using the singular form, it teaches that 

even a fetus with such a hoof is permitted. 


HALAKHA 

A fetus with non-cloven hooves found inside the 
womb of a cow - 119 "ya vibp: If a kosher animal 
gave birth to an offspring that resembles a non-kosher 
animal, it is permitted for consumption despite the 
fact that its hooves are not wholly cloven and it does 
not chew its cud. The halakha is in accordance with 
the opinion of the Rabbis, who disagree with Rabbi 
Shimon (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Ma‘akhalot 
Assurot 1:4; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 79:2). 
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BACKGROUND 

Sin offering - nxwm: In a case where one unwit- 
tingly commits a transgression punishable by karet 
if performed intentionally, he is obligated to bring a 
sin offering. A sin offering brought by an individual is 
either a female lamb or a female goat less than one year 
old. It must be slaughtered in the northern section of 
the Temple courtyard and its blood received there. The 
blood of the sin offering is placed on each of the four 
corners of the altar, while the fats are burned on the 
altar and the meat is eaten by the priests. Other sin 
offerings are brought in certain cases as part of the 
purification rites at the conclusion of a period of ritual 
impurity, e.g., in the case of a woman who has given 
birth. There are yet other sin offerings that serve to 
atone for the community, as well as special sin offerings 
brought by the leaders of the people to atone for their 
ransgressions. 


Second tithe — 3w wyn: This tithe is set aside after 
teruma has been given to the priests and the first tithe 
o the Levites. Second tithe is separated during the first, 
second, fourth, and fifth years of the Sabbatical cycle. 
n the time of the Temple, after the second tithe was 
separated it was brought to Jerusalem and eaten there 
by its owner. If the journey to Jerusalem was long, ren- 
dering transport of the produce there difficult, or if the 
produce became ritually impure, it could be redeemed 
or an equivalent sum of money. If the owner redeemed 
his own produce, he was obligated to add one-fifth of 
its value to the price of redemption. He would then take 
he money to Jerusalem, where it was spent on food to 
be eaten within the city walls. 


First fruits - Dna: Each year, the first fruits of the new 
harvest were given to the priests (see Deuteronomy 
26:1-11). When the Temple stood, a farmer would select 
he first fruits of the seven types of fruit with which Eretz 
Yisrael is specially favored: Wheat, barley, grapes, figs, 
pomegranates, olives, and dates (see Deuteronomy 8:8). 
By rabbinic decree at least one-sixtieth of the harvest 
must be brought as first fruits. The farmer would bring 
hese fruits to the Temple in a basket, place them in 
he courtyard, and recite a declaration of appreciation 
o God (see Deuteronomy 26:3-10). Afterward, the fruit 
was given to the priests and eaten under the same pro- 
visions that govern teruma. The first fruits were brought 
o the Temple between the festivals of Shavuot and 
Sukkot. If they were not brought within this period, an 
extension was granted until Hanukkah. An entire trac- 
ate of the Mishna, Bikkurim, is devoted to the halakhot 
and practices governing this mitzva. 


a k i 


Pilgrims, including the king, present first fruits at the Temple 
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Once another verse applies the concept for you specifically with 
regard to a sin offering,”™ teaching that if it went outside of its 
boundary and returned itis prohibited (see Leviticus 10:18), then 
it is apparent that the Merciful One specifically applied the con- 
cept to a sin offering. But with regard to all other items that left 
their boundary, once they are brought back they are permitted, 
including the limb of a fetus that was extended outside the womb 
and then was brought back. 


The Gemara raises an objection to the opinion of Ulla and Rabbi 
Yohanan from a baraita: Itis derived from the verse: “And flesh, in 
the field, a tereifa, you shall not eat,” that flesh that leaves the 
boundary in which it is permitted is thereby rendered forbidden 
like a tereifa. Why must the verse state that it is like a tereifa? 
The baraita explains: Since we find with regard to second tithe’ 
and first fruits? that even though they went outside of their 
boundary,” which is the city of Jerusalem and the only place where 
it is permitted to eat them, nevertheless if they are brought back 
to there they are once again permitted, one might have thought 
that also with regard to this prohibition, that of flesh that leaves its 
boundary, it is so, i.e., if it is brought back it once again becomes 
permitted for consumption. Therefore, the verse states: “A tereifa.” 


The Gemara clarifies: What is the biblical derivation from the term 

“a tereifa”? Rabba said: The verse indicates that the prohibition of 
flesh that left its boundary is like the prohibition of a tereifa. Just 
as with regard to a tereifa, once an animal is mortally wounded, 
rendering it a tereifa, it can no longer regain a permitted status, so 
too with regard to flesh referred to in the verse: Once it has gone 
outside of its boundary" it can no longer regain permitted status. 
Accordingly, if the limb of a fetus was extended outside the womb 
it would thereby become permanently prohibited, contradicting 
the opinion of Ulla and Rabbi Yohanan. The Gemara concludes: 
The refutation of the statement of Ulla" is indeed a conclusive 
refutation. 


The Gemara analyzes the baraita, which states: The Master said: 
Since we find with regard to second tithe and first fruits that 
although they left their boundary, if they are brought back there 
they are again permitted. The Gemara asks: Where did we find this, 
i.e., what is the source for this halakha? 


NOTES 


Once another verse applies the concept for you specifically 
with regard to a sin offering, etc. - navn saa sana JP VWI 
^D: The requirement to burn an offering that went out of its 
boundary is derived from the rebuke given by Moses to Aaron 
and his sons for burning the sin offering of the eighth day of 
the inauguration of the Tabernacle instead of eating it (see 


Second tithe and first fruits that...went outside of their 
boundary - mema YM Lw.. Dna IW Wwy: With regard 
to second tithe and first fruits that went outside their bound- 
ary, i.e., they were taken outside Jerusalem, one should bring 
them back and they are permitted for consumption, as stated in 
the baraita (Rambam Sefer Zera‘im, Hilkhot Ma‘aser Sheni 2:9 and 
Hilkhot Bikkurim 3:4). 


Flesh, once it has gone outside of its boundary — xxv p3 Wa 
ing yin: With regard to meat of offerings of the most sacred 
order that was taken outside the wall of the Temple courtyard, and 
of offerings of lesser sanctity that were taken outside the wall of 
Jerusalem, even if they are brought back in, they are disqualified 
and their consumption is permanently prohibited. The halakha 


HALAKHA 


Leviticus 10:17-20). The Gemara (Zevahim 101a) expounds that 
Moses suggested to them that perhaps they burned the sin offer- 
ing because it had left its boundary. They responded that it had 
not. This indicates that if it had left its boundary there would have 
been a requirement to burn it. 


is in accordance with the ruling of the baraita and not with the 
opinion of Rabbi Yohanan (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh 
HaKorbanot 11:6). 


The refutation of the statement of Ulla - xy xow: Ifa 
fetus extended its foreleg and brought it back, consuming the 
portion of the limb that left the womb is not permitted by the 
slaughter of the mother. If the foreleg was not brought back, 
then the location of the cut where it would be cut from the body 
is also prohibited. The halakha is in accordance with the opinion 
of Rav, as Rabbi Yohanan's ruling is contradicted by the baraita 
(Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Ma‘akhalot Assurot 5:10; Shulhan 
Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 14:2). 
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The Gemara explains that it is written: “You may not eat within 

your gates the tithe of your grain, or of your wine, or of your oil, or 

the firstborn of your herd or of your flock, nor any of your vows that 

you have vowed, nor your voluntary offerings, nor the offering of 
your hand. But you shall eat them before the Lord your God” (Deu- 
teronomy 12:17-18). The phrase “the tithe of your grain, or of your 

wine, or of your oil” is referring to second tithe, and the phrase “the 

offering of your hand” is referring to first fruits. The verse states that 

all the items listed may be eaten only “before the Lord your God,” 
i.e, within the city of Jerusalem. The prohibition stated in the verse 

is that within your gates, i.e., outside of Jerusalem, you may not eat 

these items. But by inference, if these items went outside of their 

boundary, i.e., outside of Jerusalem, and then were brought back, 
they are permitted. 


§ The Gemara explained the dispute between Rav and Rabbi 
Yohanan in the way in which it was taught in Babylonia. The Gemara 
notes that in the West, Eretz Yisrael, they taught the dispute like 
this: Rav says there is a concept of birth with regard to limbs. 
When a limb is extended outside the womb, it is considered born 
and is independent of the mother animal. Consequently, it can never 
be permitted by virtue of the slaughter of the mother animal. And 
Rabbi Yohanan says that there is no concept of birth with regard 
to limbs." Since the limb is never considered to have been born, as 
long as it is inside the mother animal when the mother animal is 
slaughtered it will be permitted by virtue of that slaughter. 


The Gemara asks: What is the difference between" these two ver- 
sions which explain why Rav deemed the limb forbidden? The 
Gemara answers: The practical difference between them is ina case 
in which only the majority of a limb was extended outside the womb. 
In that case, the issue is whether or not to prohibit the minority of 
the limb that remained inside. If the limb is forbidden because it is 
considered to have been born, the entire limb would be forbidden 
and not just the part that was extended. If the limb is forbidden 
because it left its boundary, then only the part that extended outside 
the womb would be forbidden. 


A dilemma was raised before the Sages: According to the state- 
ment of the one who says there is no concept of birth with regard 
to limbs," if the fetus extended its foreleg outside the womb and 
brought it back, and again" it extended its other foreleg outside 
and brought it back, and continued to extend parts of its body 
outside until the total amount that had been outside the womb 
constituted the majority of the fetus, what is the halakha? Do we 
say that ultimately the majority of the fetus has left the womb 
and the entire fetus should be regarded as having been born, and 
consequently the slaughter of its mother can no longer permit its 
being consumed? Or perhaps, since it brought each limb back, the 
limbs are considered to have been brought back; therefore, the 
majority of the fetus is not considered to have left the womb and it 
is not regarded as having been born. In that case, the slaughter ofits 
mother would still permit its being consumed. 


NOTES 


What is the difference between — 11a N1: Rashi and Rabbeinu 
the Gemara is asking about 
the difference between the two versions of Rav’s opinion. With 
regard to Rabbi Yohanan’s opinion, 
between the two versions of 
is no concept of birth with regard t 
permitted, have the same meaning. T 


Gershom Meor HaGola exp 


difficulties with this interpre 
not state explicitly: What is 


Therefore, the Rosh prefers 


ain tha 


here is no practical difference 
his statement. The statements: There 
o limbs, and: The limb itself is 
he commentaries raise several 
ation, primarily that the Gemara does 
the difference between this version 
and that version, as it often does in such cases (see, e.g., Nidda 3a). 
he explanation of Rabbeinu Hananel 
and the Rif, which is that the Gemara’s question concerns the dif- 
ference between the opinions of Rav and Rabbi Yohanan, as they 


were taught in Eretz Yisrael. According to these commentaries, 
the dispute as taught in Eretz Yisrael is not referring to the limb 
that was brought back inside the womb but to a limb of which 
only a majority was extended outside the womb, and the dispute 
concerns whether the minority remaining inside is permitted or 
not (see Ramban). 


According to the statement of the one who says there is no 
concept of birth with regard to limbs — ap) PS xI ah 
oan: Rashi explains that this dilemma was raised only with 
regard to the opinion of Rabbi Yohanan, as according to Rav it is 
obvious that the bringing back of the limb is of no consequence 
in these cases (Rashi). 


e publisher 


HALAKHA 


There is no birth with regard to limbs - ayy pr 
Danh: Ifa fetus extended a foreleg from the womb, 
even if most of the foreleg left the womb, only that 
part is forbidden while the rest of the limb is permit- 
ed. The halakha is in accordance with the opinion 
of Rabbi Yohanan as presented in the version of the 
dispute taught in Eretz Yisrael, and as explained by 
he Rif. Although with regard to the limb itself the 
halakha is in accordance with the opinion of Rav, 
his is because a baraita contradicts the opinion 
of Rabbi Yohanan. But Rabbi Yohanan's opinion 
was not contradicted with regard to his claim that 
here is no birth for limbs. Therefore, one follows the 
principle that the halakha is in accordance with the 
opinion of Rabbi Yohanan in his disputes with Rav 
(Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Ma‘akhalot Assurot 
5:10, and see Maggid Mishne there; Shulhan Arukh, 
Yoreh Dea 14:2). 


The fetus extended its foreleg and brought it 
back, and again, etc. — AMIT ID Me Way weit 
^D W: If a fetus extended its foreleg outside the 
womb and brought it back inside the womb, and 
again extended another limb and brought it back, 
and so on until most of the fetus had left the womb, 
he minority portion that had not left the womb is 
still permitted. This is in accordance with the prin- 
ciple that when the Gemara raises a dilemma and 
hen states: If you want to say, concerning one of 
he options, the halakha is in accordance with that 
option. But if one severed each limb as it emerged, 
once the majority of the animal has emerged then 
he entire fetus is forbidden. The reason is that this 
dilemma is left unresolved by the Gemara, and 
herefore the halakha is to be stringent (Shulhan 
Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 14:4). 
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Perek IV 
Daf69 Amuda 


NOTES 


If the fetus extended its foreleg in the courtyard what 
is the halakha — in ayya it ny Tay MIT: This inquiry 
is based on the assumption that the prohibitions of a limb 
that left its mother’s womb and sacrifices that were taken 
out of the Temple courtyard are similar in that both involve 
food that left its boundary and are based on the verse: 
“And flesh, in the field, a tereifa, you shall not eat” (Exodus 
22:30). Accordingly, if a pregnant animal was consecrated 
as an offering, since its boundary is defined as the Temple 


courtyard because it must be slaughtered in the courtyard, 


perhaps the courtyard is also considered to be the fetus's 
boundary. Therefore, if the fetus extends its limb outside 


the womb, but the limb remained within the courtyard, 


perhaps it is not considered to have left its boundary and 
remains permitted for consumption. 
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The Gemara asks: If you want to say that since it brought back 
each limb, they are considered to have been brought back and the 
majority of the fetus is not considered to have left the womb, the 
following dilemma still arises: If the fetus extended its foreleg 
outside and someone severed it, and again it extended its other 
foreleg outside and someone severed it, and this continued with 
its other limbs until the total amount outside the womb constituted 
the majority of the fetus, what is the halakha? Do we say that since 
the majority of the fetus has left the womb, the entire fetus should 
be regarded as having been born and therefore the slaughter of its 
mother can no longer permit it? Or perhaps, in order for the fetus 
to be regarded as having been born we require a majority of the 
fetus to leave simultaneously, which does not exist in this case. 


The Gemara suggests: Come and hear a proof from the mishna: 


This is the principle: An item that is part of an animal’s body that 
was severed prior to the slaughter is prohibited to be consumed 
even after slaughter, and an item that is not part of its body, i.e., its 
fetus, is permitted by virtue of its slaughter. The Gemara asks: Just 
prior to stating the principle, the mishna states the halakha that even 
if parts of a fetus are cut from it the slaughter of the mother permits 
it. Ifso, when the mishna presents the principle and states that an 
item that is not part of its body is permitted, what is added? Is it 
not to include a case like this, where the majority of the fetus has 
already left the womb, and nevertheless the principle clarifies that 
the rest of the fetus that remains inside the womb is permitted? 


The Gemara rejects this suggestion: No, it comes to include a fetus 
with non-cloven hooves found inside the womb of a cow that was 
slaughtered. Although the fetus does not bear the hallmarks of a 
kosher animal, which has split hooves and chews its cud, it is nev- 
ertheless permitted to be consumed by virtue of the slaughter of its 
mother. And a specific clause in the mishna permitting this is neces- 
sary according to the opinion of Rabbi Shimon, as Rabbi Shimon 
says: A calf with non-cloven hooves born from a kosher cow is 
forbidden, as the calf does not bear the hallmarks of a kosher 
animal. The mishna teaches that this matter applies only where 
the fetus emerged into the airspace of the world, i.e., it was born 
before the mother animal was slaughtered. But if it is still inside its 
mother’s womb when the mother is slaughtered, it is permitted to 
be consumed. 


§ The Gemara taught that the reason to deem a limb ofa fetus that 
was extended outside the womb forbidden for consumption is 
because it went outside ofits boundary. Based on this, Rav Hananya 
raises a dilemma: If the fetus of a sacrificial animal of the most 
sacred order extended its foreleg outside the womb while in the 
Temple courtyard and then brought it back, what is the halakha?" 
Will the slaughter of the mother permit that limb? Do we say that 
since the courtyard is regarded as the boundary for such sacrificial 
animals, as they are permitted only when in the courtyard, therefore 
it is also regarded as the boundary for this fetus, and even if it 
extended its limb outside of the womb, it is irrelevant since it ulti- 
mately remained within its boundary? Or perhaps, for this fetus, 
the courtyard is not considered its boundary, as the boundary of 
a fetus is its mother, and so the limb would become prohibited. 


This file may not be reproduced or distributed in any form without express permission from the publisher 


Dyp oT vam nay mh way 
wo DbY Dp owsp ows 
NENIT- J? NYPA KP N7 NV 
Tay DYN -1 KIT NIT IAN IDY 

171 HN 


pa it OX Wy Kyin KIDY ya 
aT JODY ppo 


we yD} pox [HD qey n 
KIJAN aN iK TD pn Ad 
wx pap 1 yin oe aim dp 
byt xb mba timmy aw yD) 

ambaa pa aed 


ayy wand sna say aya 


TATIN MKT xox pot DT 
PI MRTKI NPR KA - KYY 
INP TDN 


vars pa wegyyt pS J3 voy 
povin WIN AT ww wy N 
TII by KIT MIPS 12 ANT YT? 

imap i ps ayn - Py 


Abaye said to Rav Hananya: But why don't you raise the same 
dilemma with regard to the fetuses of offerings of lesser sanctity, 
which are permitted only within Jerusalem? Abaye continues: It 
would appear that concerning offerings of lesser sanctity within 
Jerusalem, what is the reason that you did not raise this dilemma? 
It is because it is clear to you that the boundary of a fetus is its 
mother. But here too, concerning a fetus of an offering of the most 
sacred order, one must say that the boundary ofa fetus is its mother, 
and not the Temple courtyard. 


§ The baraita cited on 68b discusses the case of a fetus that extended 
a limb outside the womb. It cites the opinion of the Rabbis that 
although the slaughter of the mother does not permit the consump- 
tion of the limb, it does prevent it from being defined as a carcass with 
the associated ritual impurity. Based on this, Ilfa raises a dilemma: 
If the fetus extended its foreleg outside the womb between the 
severing of its mother’s windpipe, which is one of the organs that 
must be severed in ritual slaughter [siman], and the severing of the 
other siman," the gullet, what is the halakha? 


Does the cutting of the first siman combine with that of the second 
siman to render that limb pure from the impurity of a carcass or 
not? The cutting of the first siman could potentially permit the con- 
sumption of the limb, as the limb was still inside the womb, whereas 
the cutting of the second siman could not permit consumption, as 
the limb had already been extended outside the womb. Since they 
have different effects, can they combine to render the limb pure? 
Rava said: It is an a fortiori inference:" If the cutting of the first siman 
was effective to the extent that it can combine with the cutting of the 
second siman to permit the rest of the fetus for consumption, will 
it not be effective with regard to the limb to render it pure from the 
impurity of a carcass? 


Rabbi Yirmeya raises a dilemma: If a fetus extended a limb outside 
the womb, thereby rendering the limb forbidden, and then, after 
the mother animal was slaughtered, the fetus emerged alive, what is 
the halakha concerning whether there is a need to be concerned 
with regard to any offspring of that fetus, i.e., that the prohibition 
pertaining to its limb will pass on to its offspring? 


The Gemara clarifies: What are the circumstances of this case? If we 

say the dilemma applies to the offspring in a case where the fetus 

matured and mated with a full-fledged, normal animal, which would 

be fully permitted if slaughtered, then why raise this dilemma specifi- 
cally with regard to this fetus, which has a prohibition attached to 

it caused by leaving its boundary? 


Even in the case of a regular fetus that emerged alive from its 
mother’s womb after the mother was slaughtered [ben pekua], 
which is permitted without the need for any slaughter, the dilemma 
could also be raised, as Rav Mesharshiyya says: According to the 
statement of the one who says that when defining the status of an 
animal one needs to be concerned with its paternity and not only 
its maternity, if a ben pekua mated with a full-fledged animal, the 
offspring has no rectification.’ The offspring of two ben pekua ani- 
mals is permitted without ritual slaughter. But if the father is a ben 
pekua but not the mother, then it is simultaneously defined as requir- 
ing slaughter, based on the mother, and being excluded from the 
possibility of being permitted through slaughter, based on the father. 
Therefore, no act of slaughter can permit it. 


HALAKHA 


If the fetus extended its foreleg between the severing of one 
siman and the severing of the other siman — 17) nts 33y K'Y iT 
jared yD pa: If a fetus extended its foreleg outside the womb 
between the severing of one siman and the severing of the other, 


the severing of the two simanim is effective with regard to the 
foreleg to the extent that it does not have the impurity of a car- 
cass, as stated by Rava (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Shear Avot 
HaTumot 2:9). 


NOTES 


Rava said it is an a fortiori inference, etc. — bp KINN 
^a wim: Rashi explains: In all cases of slaughter, the 
cutting of the first siman alone is ineffective for permit- 
ting consumption of the animal, and yet it combines 
with the cutting of the second siman to permit the 
animal for consumption and render it pure from the 
impurity of a carcass. If so, then certainly in this case, 
where the severing of the first siman combines with 
the severing of the second to permit the mother ani- 
mal, it will also render pure the limb that was extended 
outside the womb from the impurity of a carcass. 


The offspring has no rectification — b px thin 
mpa: Since the father is a ben pekua and is therefore 
considered to have been slaughtered, all the limbs 
of its offspring, including the windpipe and the gul- 
let, are regarded as having been partially slaughtered. 
Therefore, severing the windpipe and the gullet cannot 
permit consumption of the offspring. Alternatively, it 
might be regarded as though one of those two 
simanim was fully slaughtered and the other not at 
all. But to permit an animal it is necessary to sever the 
majority of both simanim (Rashi). 
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The Gemara answers: No, the dilemma does not concern that case. 
Rather, it is necessary in a case in which the fetus later mated with 
a ben pekua like it and had offspring. Since neither of the parents 
require slaughter, the offspring does not require it either. In sucha 
case, what is the halakha? To what extent does the prohibition 
pertaining to the limb of the father pass to the offspring? Do we say 
that each limb of the father produces the corresponding limb in 
the offspring, and so only the parallel limb in the offspring is pro- 
hibited, and therefore one could sever that limb and the rest of the 
offspring will be permitted? Or perhaps the father’s seed is inter- 
mingled through the entire offspring, and so the entire offspring 
is prohibited. 


After raising this dilemma, Rabbi Yirmeya then said: It is obvious 
that the seed of the father is intermingled through the entire 
offspring, as if it were so that each limb produces the correspond- 
ing limb, every blind father would bear blind offspring, and an 
amputee father would bear offspring that is an amputee. 


Rather, it is obvious that the seed of the father is intermingled, 
and this is the dilemma we are raising: Even with regard to a regu- 
lar animal, is it not produced from the influence of the forbidden 
fat and blood of its father and mother, and yet it is permitted to 
be consumed? Here too, it is no different, and although the forbid- 
den limb of the father was an influence in the offspring’s formation, 
the offspring should nevertheless be permitted. Or perhaps we say 
that the Torah permitted these two prohibitions, the consumption 
of forbidden fat and the consumption of blood, but we do not say 
that it permitted three prohibitions, i.e., also the prohibition of a 
limb that left its boundary. 


The Gemara asks: And according to whom is it possible to speak 
of three prohibitions in order to raise this dilemma? Ifit is in accor- 
dance with the opinion of Rabbi Meir that is difficult, because he 
holds that a fetus that has completed its gestational term is regarded 
as being independent of its mother and is no longer permitted 
by virtue of its mother’s slaughter. Consequently, there is a prohi- 
bition of forbidden fat and blood, just like any other animal, but 
there is no prohibition of a limb that leaves its boundary, as 
its permitted status is no longer dependent on being within its 
mother’s womb. 


And if you say it is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi 
Yehuda that is also difficult, because he holds that since ultimately 
the offspring was inside its mother's womb when the mother was 
slaughtered, the fetus is permitted in its entirety by virtue of that 
slaughter. Consequently, there is a prohibition of a limb that 
leaves its boundary, but there is no prohibition of forbidden fat 
and blood. 


The Gemara cites the source of the opinions of Rabbi Meir and 
Rabbi Yehuda: As we learned in a baraita: The prohibition of the 
sciatic nerve’ applies to the fetus that had already completed its 
gestational term when its mother was slaughtered, and likewise 
its fat is forbidden; this is the statement of Rabbi Meir. Rabbi 
Yehuda says that the prohibition of the sciatic nerve does not 
apply to the fetus, and its fat is permitted. Evidently, according 
to all opinions, both the prohibitions of forbidden fat and blood 
and the prohibition ofa limb that leaves its boundary cannot apply 
to the same animal. 


BACKGROUND 


Sciatic nerve — mwa a: In Latin this nerve is known as the consumption is forbidden by Torah law (see Genesis 32:33). In 
nervus ischiadicus. It runs down the back of the hind leg ofan addition to the nerve itself, it is prohibited by rabbinic law to 
animal. The sciatic nerve is one of the parts of a kosher domes- eat the thin, tendril-like nerve fibers that branch off and run 
ticated animal and a kosher undomesticated animal whose alongside it, and the fat that encloses it. 
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Rather, it must be that we do not say that any item that is produced 
from the influence ofa forbidden entity is itself forbidden, as in fact 
it is permitted. Therefore, it would certainly be permitted to con- 
sume the offspring of a fetus whose limb had been forbidden, and the 
dilemma does not concern such an animal. 


And this is the dilemma that we are raising: What is the halakha 
with regard to drinking the milk of a fetus whose limb is forbidden?" 
Isn’t regular milk of a normal animal comparable to a limb from a 
living animal, given that it is taken from a live animal, and yet it is 
permitted? If so, this milk too should be no different, and although 
the milk comes from an animal whose limb is forbidden as a limb 
from a living animal, as it was not permitted through the slaughter of 
its mother, nevertheless, the milk should be permitted. 


Or perhaps there, with regard to regular milk, the Torah waives the 
prohibition ofa limb from a living animal, as there is a rectification 
for its prohibition through slaughter. But here, with regard to a 
fetus whose limb is forbidden as a limb from a living animal, there is 
no rectification for its prohibition through slaughter. The Gemara 
accepts that this was the dilemma, but concludes that no resolution 
for it was found, and so the dilemma shall stand unresolved. 


§ The mishna states: If, prior to slaughtering an animal, one severed 
pieces from a fetus that is in its womb, leaving those pieces in the 
womb, their consumption is permitted by virtue of the slaughter of 
the mother animal. The Gemara asks: From where do we derive this 
halakha? It is derived from a verse, as it is written: “And every animal 
that has a split hoof and is cloven into two hooves, chews the cud, of 
the animals, it you may eat” (Deuteronomy 14:6). The term “of the 
animals [babehema]” is translated literally as: In the animal, and is 
referring to the term “every animal” mentioned at the beginning of 
the verse. Accordingly, the verse may be read as saying: Every animal 
in the animal you may eat, and is referring to a fetus inside its mother. 
It therefore serves to include the offspring, i.e., the fetus, as being 
permitted by its mother’s slaughter, even if parts of the fetus had been 
severed. 


The Gemara objects: If that is so, that the phrase: Every animal of the 
animals, is referring to a fetus, then one should be able to substitute® 
a non-sacred animal for the sanctified fetus of a pregnant offering, 
i.e., the non-sacred animal should become consecrated through the 
attempt to do so. This is because the verse referring to substitution 
also uses that phrase: “And if he shall substitute an animal for an 
animal [behema bivhemal, it and its substitute shall be consecrated” 
(Leviticus 27:10). There too, the phrase “an animal for an animal” 
translates literally as: An animal in an animal. 


Why, then, did we learn in a mishna (Temura 10a): One cannot 
substitute limbs of a non-sacred animal for fetuses of pregnant 
offerings, i.e., those limbs will not thereby be consecrated; and one 
cannot substitute fetuses of non-sacred animals for limbs of an 
offering, and one cannot substitute limbs and fetuses of non-sacred 
animals for whole offerings, and one cannot substitute whole, non- 
sacred animals for them, i.e., limbs and fetuses of offerings? 


BACKGROUND 


Substitute — pma: The possibility of substitution is mentioned in 

the Torah (see Leviticus 27:10), and tractate Jemura focuses on the 

halakhot related to this concept. The main features of substitution are 

as follows: The Torah forbids the substitution of any offering, whether 
whole or blemished, for another animal. One who does so violates a 

prohibition and is punished with flogging. Although substitution is 

prohibited, if it is nevertheless performed the second animal is sancti- 
fied, although the initial animal also remains sacred. 

All animals can be used as substitutes, even though it is forbidden 


to substitute any offering, whether they are whole or blemished, 
and the animal designated as a substitute can never be worked or 
redeemed until it develops a blemish. The fate of the substitute var- 
ies with the particular type of offering. In some instances, e.g., a 
substitute for a sin offering, the animal is left to die. In other cases, 
such as a guilt offering, the animal is put out to graze until it becomes 
blemished. There are also some substitutes, e.g., that of a peace offer- 
ing, that are consecrated for the altar in addition to the original animal. 


ublisher 


HALAKHA 


Drinking the milk of a fetus whose limb is 
forbidden — idn ny vinh: If a female fetus 
extended a limb from its mother's womb and 
then its mother was slaughtered, and the fetus 
emerged alive, the milk of the fetus is forbid- 
den. The reason is that the milk derives from all 
the animal's limbs, one of which is forbidden. 
As a result, the milk is regarded as a mixture 
of permitted and forbidden milk. Since Rabbi 
Yirmeya’s dilemma was left unresolved, the 
halakha is stringent. In a case where the rest 
of the animal is sixty times greater in size than 
the forbidden limb, a ratio that usually serves to 
render a mixture permitted, the later authorities 
disagree as to whether or not its milk is permit- 
ted (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Ma‘akhalot 
Assurot 5:12; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De'a 14:5, and 
see Shakh and Pithei Teshuva there). 
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NOTES 


Even if one severs pieces of the spleen or of the 

kidneys those pieces should be permitted as well - 
m nihan yar binen p qin ax: The question here 

means that if the term “and every animal” is interpreted 

to include the entirety of the animal, including that 
which is inside it, i.e., the fetus, then it should likewise 

be interpreted to include its internal organs. This ques- 
tion does not arise if one derives the principle from the 

phrase: “An animal in an animal” (Leviticus 27:10), as 

the term animal can be applied to a fetus but not to 

organs (Ramban). 


HALAKHA 

One who slaughters an animal and finds a dove- 
shaped fetus in it — va 7a KLD WATT NY oniwn 
mai: If one slaughtered an animal and found a fetus 
shaped like a bird inside it, the fetus is prohibited for 
consumption. Only a fetus that has hooves is permit- 
ted by the slaughter of its mother, as stated by Rabbi 
Yohanan. The Rema, citing Josafot, maintains that if the 
fetus is similar to any type of animal that has cloven 
hooves it is permitted, even if the fetus itself does not 
have cloven hooves (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot 
Ma‘akhalot Assurot 1:7; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 13:5). 
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Rather, the halakha that a fetus and its severed pieces are permitted 
to be consumed by virtue of the slaughter of the mother animal is 
derived from that which the verse states: “And every animal.’ The 
term “and every” serves to include the offspring, i.e., the fetus, as 
being permitted, even if parts of it had been severed. 


The Gemara objects: If so, then even if one severs pieces of the 
spleen or of the kidneys ofan animal, those pieces should be permit- 
ted as well.’ Why, then, did we learn in the mishna: If one severed 
pieces from a fetus that was in its womb, leaving those pieces in the 
womb, their consumption is permitted by virtue of the slaughter of 
the mother animal, but if one severed pieces of the spleen or of the 
kidneys of an animal and then slaughtered it their consumption is 
prohibited? The Gemara explains: That verse states: “Of the animal, 
it you may eat,” which indicates that slaughter permits consumption 
of only the whole animal, but not of the parts of the animal that it is 
lacking, i.e., the parts that were severed. 


The Gemara objects: If that is so, that the halakha is derived from the 

term “and every animal,’ then even in the case of one who slaughters 

an animal and finds a dove-shaped fetus in it," it should be permit- 
ted. Why, then, does Rabbi Yohanan say: One who slaughters an 

animal and finds a dove-shaped fetus in it, that fetus is prohibited 

for consumption? 


The Gemara explains: In order for the fetus to be permitted, I require 
that it have hooves, and a dove-shaped fetus does not have" hooves. 


The Gemara objects: If that is so, that the fetus is permitted only if it 
fulfills the conditions mentioned in that verse, then a fetus with non- 
cloven hooves found inside a cow’s womb should be forbidden," 

whereas the baraita cited on 68b states that it is permitted. The 

Gemara answers: This is as the school of Rabbi Yishmael taught in 

accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Shimon ben Yohai: Each 

phrase in the verse is taken as a sufficient condition. Furthermore, the 

term “hoof” can be understood independently of the phrase “cloven 

into two hooves,” and is referring to a non-cloven hoof. Accordingly, 
the verse can be interpreted as teaching: An animal that has a hoof, 
in the animal, it you may eat, and teaches that even a fetus with a 

non-cloven hoof is permitted. 


NOTES 


| require hooves and it does not have — xD) nio Kya: Rashi 
explains this requirement is apparent from the fact that the verse 
from which the permitted status of the fetus is derived mentions 
hooves: “And every animal that has a split hoof and is cloven 


verse: “Animal...in an animal you may eat,’ indicates that one 
may not eat an animal with the form of a repugnant creature that 
was inside an animal, nor one with the form of a bird that was in 
an animal (Meiri). 


into two hooves, chews the cud, of the animals, it you may eat” 


(Deuteronomy 14:6). Other commentaries hold 
mean the fetus must actually have cloven hooves to be permitted 
for consumption. Rather, the halakha is that the fetus is permitted 
provided that it is born to a kosher animal, w 
cloven, even if the fetus has only one hoof or i 


A fetus with non-cloven hooves found inside a cow’s womb 
should be forbidden - som) m9 Yna obp: This question 
refers specifically to the opinion of Rabbi Shimon, who deems 
an offspring of this kind that was born forbidden for consump- 
tion. According to the Rabbis, who maintain an offspring with 


hat this does not 


ose hooves are 
has the form of 


a camel or a donkey (see Bekhorot 5b). Conversely, the Torah did 
not permit a bird-shaped fetus, even if it has a hoof (Shakh). It is 
similarly stated in the Jerusalem Talmud (Terumot 8:1) that the 


non-cloven hooves that was born from a cow is permitted for 
consumption, it is obvious that if it was inside its mother’s womb 
itis also permitted (Tosafot). 
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Rav Shimi bar Ashi said: Actually, the halakha that the fetus 
and its severed pieces are permitted should be derived as you 
previously said, i.e., from the phrase: An animal in the animal. 
And with regard to that which posed a difficulty for you, i.e., the 
mishna in Temura that states one cannot substitute a non-sacred 
animal for the fetus of a pregnant offering, that difficulty can be 
resolved by saying: In accordance with whose opinion is this? It 
is the opinion of Rabbi Shimon, who compares substitution 
to the animal tithe: Just as the animal tithe does not apply to 
limbs and fetuses but only to live animals that can walk, as it is 
stated: “Whatever passes under the rod” (Leviticus 27:32), so 
too, substitution does not apply to limbs and fetuses. 


The Gemara asks: And from where do you say that this mishna 
expresses the opinion of Rabbi Shimon? The Gemara explains: 
As we learned in the same mishna (Temura 10a) that Rabbi Yosei 
says: But with regard to consecrated offerings, if one says the 
leg of this animal is a burnt offering," then all of the animal is 
consecrated as a burnt offering. Accordingly, even with regard 
to substitution, if one says: The leg of this non-sacred animal 
should be substituted instead of that offering, the entire animal 
should be a substitute in its stead. 


Rabbi Yosei clearly disagrees with the opinion that substituting 
a limb is not possible. But Rabbi Yosei’s formulation indicates 

that even according to that opinion, ifa single limb is consecrated 

then the entire animal becomes consecrated. The Gemara clari- 
fies: To whom is Rabbi Yosei responding? If we say he is 

responding to Rabbi Meir and Rabbi Yehuda, do they accept 
this reasoning? But isn’t it taught in a baraita: One might have 

thought that in the case of one who says: The leg of this animal 

is a burnt offering, all of it will be a burnt offering. Therefore, 
the verse states: “And if it is an animal of those that they bring 
as an offering to the Lord, anything of it that one gives to the 

Lord, it shall be sacred” (Leviticus 27:9). The verse indicates 

that the part of it that one gives will be sacred, but all of it will 

not be sacred. 


A non-sacred animal with a consecrated limb may not be sacri- 
ficed. Accordingly, one might have thought the consecrated limb 
may be redeemed and thereby transferred to non-sacred status. 
Therefore, the verse states: “It shall be sacred,” indicating that it 
shall remain as it is. How is this possible? The animal should be 
sold for the needs of burnt offerings, i.e., to an individual who 
will sacrifice the entire animal as a burnt offering, and the pay- 
ment received for the animal will be non-sacred, except for the 
payment received in exchange for that one limb that is conse- 
crated. This is the statement of Rabbi Meir and Rabbi Yehuda. 


Rabbi Yosei and Rabbi Shimon say: From where is it derived 
that in the case of one who says: The leg of this animal is a burnt 
offering, all of it becomes a burnt offering? The verse states: 
“Tt shall be sacred.” This serves to include all of the animal," 
indicating that it all becomes sacred. 


The Gemara reiterates its question: To whom is Rabbi Yosei 
responding? Rabbi Yosei clearly disagrees with the opinion that 
if a single limb is consecrated then the entire animal becomes 
consecrated. If we say he is responding to Rabbi Meir and Rabbi 
Yehuda, do they accept this reasoning? Rather, isn’t Rabbi 
Yosei responding to Rabbi Shimon," as the Gemara suggests 
above in resolution of the difficulty from the mishna in Temura? 


The Gemara responds: No, it is possible that Rabbi Yosei is not 
responding directly to any other opinion; rather, he stated his 
own reasoning, without reference to that of another Sage. Con- 
sequently, his statement affords no proof that the mishna in 
Temura expresses the opinion of Rabbi Shimon. 
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BACKGROUND 


Animal tithe — maga Wy: On three occasions each 
year the owner of a herd of kosher animals was required 
o gather all the young born during the preceding period 
into an enclosure and let them out one by one. These 
animals were passed “under the rod” (Leviticus 27:32), i.e., 
hey were counted one by one, and every tenth animal 
was marked with red paint to indicate it was consecrated 
as the animal tithe. If it was fit to be sacrificed, the animal 
ithe was brought to the Temple and sacrificed in a man- 
ner similar to a peace offering: The blood was sprinkled on 
he altar and the meat eaten by its owner. The details of 
animal tithe are elucidated in tractate Bekhorot. 


HALAKHA 

If one says the leg of this animal is a burnt offering — 
aby now abs ‘waist: If one says: The foreleg or the hind 
leg of this animals a ‘burnt offering, the animal should be 
sold to an individual who is required to bring a burnt offer- 
ing. The proceeds from the sale are non-sacred, apart from 
the value of that limb. This ruling is in accordance with the 
opinion of Rabbi Yehuda and Rabbi Meir (Rambam Sefer 
Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh HaKorbanot 15:2). 


NOTES 
It shall be sacred, this serves to include all of the 
animal - aba ny mah mit: The Gemara in Temura (nb) 
explains this derivation more fully: If only the leg was 
sacred and not the entire animal, the verse could have 
simply stated: “Anything of it that one gives to the Lord” 
The additional phrase “it shall be sacred” therefore serves 
to include the entire animal. 


Rather, isn't he responding to Rabbi Shimon — wh xdx 
yaw vad: Once it has been established that the mishna 
in Temura that states one cannot substitute a non-sacred 
animal for the fetus of a pregnant offering is presenting 
the ruling of Rabbi Shimon, it can be explained in accor- 
dance with his opinion that substitution is compared to 
the animal tithe: Just as the animal tithe does not apply 
to fetuses, the same is true of substitution. But with regard 
to all other halakhot a fetus is called an animal. Therefore, 
the halakha of the mishna that the slaughter of an animal 
permits the fetus inside it can in fact be derived from the 
verse: “Animal. ..in an animal.” 
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HALAKHA 


An animal that was giving birth to a firstborn male was 
encountering difficulty giving birth - nwpn mIa 
ab: With regard to a kosher animal that encounters dif- 
ficulty giving birth to its firstborn, it is permitted to cut the 
fetus limb by limb and toss the pieces to the dogs. The next 
animal born will then have firstborn status, although some 
authorities, such as the Tur, rule that it does not (Rambam 
Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot Bekhorot 4:14; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh 
Dea 3191). 


If a majority of the fetus had emerged — ia xx»: If an 
animal encounters difficulty giving birth to its firstborn, 
and a majority of the fetus has already emerged, it is con- 
secrated and must be buried if it dies. The next offspring 
born to that mother animal will not be consecrated as the 
firstborn (Rambam Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot Bekhorot 4:14; 
Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh Dea 319:1). 


One-third of a fetus emerged from the womb and one 
sold it to a gentile - nb fom wow tex»: If one-third of 
a fetus emerged from the womb, then even if the owner 
sold that one-third to a gentile, upon the emergence of 
another one-third the animal will be consecrated as the 
firstborn retroactively. This is in accordance with the opinion 
of Rav Huna. Others, such as the Rosh, rule that it is not 
consecrated retroactively, in accordance with the opinion 
of Rabba (Rambam Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot Bekhorot 4:15; 
Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh Dea 319:2). 
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Upon its birth, the firstborn male offspring of 
MISHNA;5 fice 


a domesticated animal is automatically con- 


secrated with firstborn status, and it is prohibited to derive benefit 
from it. Furthermore, if it dies, it may not be discarded, but must be 
buried. If an animal that was giving birth to a firstborn male" was 


encountering difficulty giving birth," and in order to alleviate the 
difficulty one wishes to terminate the birth, he may cut up the fetus 
limb by limb" and cast it to the dogs. Since the fetus was not born, 
itis non-sacred and does not require burial. Ifa majority of the fetus 
had already emerged," it is considered to have been born and is 
therefore consecrated; consequently, if one cut it up it must be 
buried," and the mother animal is exempted from having firstborn 
status" conferred on any future offspring. 
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G E M ARA An amoraic dispute was stated with regard 


to a case in which one-third of a firstborn 


fetus emerged from the womb and then one sold it to a gentile," 
and then another one-third of the fetus emerged. Once a majority 


of the fetus emerges it is considered born. The halakha is that a fetus 
partly owned by a gentile is not consecrated as a firstborn. In this 
case, the firstborn was sold to a gentile only after it had already 
partially emerged from the womb. Rav Huna says it is consecrated, 
while Rabba says it is not consecrated. 
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The Gemara elaborates: Rav Huna says it is consecrated, as he 
maintains a firstborn is consecrated retroactively from the moment 
the first part of its body emerges from the womb. And therefore in 
this case, once most of it had emerged, it became clarified retro- 
actively that it had already been consecrated from the outset, and 
so with regard to that which he had sold to a gentile, it arises that 


he did not actually sell anything at all. Since it had already been 
consecrated, he did not have full ownership of it to be able to sell it. 
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Rabba says it is not consecrated, as he maintains a firstborn is 
consecrated from that point forward, i.e., only at the moment the 
majority ofit emerges. And so with regard to that which he had sold 
to a gentile, it arises that he had sold it properly," i.e., the sale was 


valid because at the time of the sale it had not been consecrated. 
Accordingly, by the time the majority of its body emerged it was 
already partly owned by a gentile, and that prevented it from 
being consecrated. 


An animal that was giving birth to a firstborn male - man: 

The male firstborn of a kosher domesticated animal must be 
given to a priest, who sacrifices it in the Temple and eats its meat. 
If the firstborn developed a blemish it cannot be redeemed 

like other offerings. It remains sacred, and the priest is per- 
mitted to slaughter it outside the Temple. Because there is no 
Temple nowadays the mitzvot pertaining to most offerings are 
no longer observed. By contrast, the halakha of the firstborn 

applies in all generations, and the sanctity of the animal must be 
respected. In practice, efforts are undertaken to avoid a firstborn 

becoming consecrated in the first place. This is often achieved 

by selling part of the mother or the fetus to a gentile. 


He may cut up the fetus limb by limb - 72x 32% Jann: 

Although it is prohibited to inflict a blemish on consecrated 

animals, the sanctity of the firstborn takes effect only at birth, 
and in cases of irregular birth, e.g., caesarean section, the animal 

is not consecrated at all. Therefore, the mishna rules it is permit- 
ted to dismember the fetus in the womb and remove it piece 
by piece in order to save the life of the mother (Hatam Sofer). 


If a majority of the fetus had emerged it must be buried - xx» 
Jap mts iam: The phrase: A majority of it had emerged, can 
be explained in two ways: as a continuation of the first case 
in the mishna, i.e., it was cut up limb by limb and the pieces 
were not thrown to the dogs until the majority of the fetus had 
emerged; or, as Rashi explains based on the conclusion of the 
Gemara, that this clause is referring to a case where most of the 


NOTES 


fetus emerged at one time, and then the owner cut up the fetus 
to save the mother. 

Other commentaries question this explanation, as in that 
case, since a majority of the fetus had emerged before he cut it, 
it would have already become consecrated, and so it should be 
prohibited for him to cut it up. The Ramban therefore explains 
that the mishna is referring to a situation where the animal 
emerged from the womb dead, or died immediately after it left 
the womb. In these situations the animal is unfit for sacrifice, 
and therefore the prohibition against inflicting a blemish does 
not apply (see Josafot on 70a). 


And is exempted from firstborn status - 7712377 ja MWIN: 

This halakha applies whether the fetus was removed from the 
womb limb by limb or whether most of it emerged at one time. 
The reason is that the verse states with regard to the mitzva 

of the firstborn: “Consecrate to Me every firstborn, that which 
opens the womb" (Exodus 13:2), and the second animal, which 
comes out after the fetus, did not open the womb (Rashi). Oth- 
ers maintain that if the fetus was cut limb by limb it does not 
render the subsequent offspring exempt from firstborn status, 
as since the fetus was not considered to have been born it is not 
considered to have opened the womb (Rambam; see Tzlah). 


That which he had sold to a gentile he had sold properly — 
Pat Vaw part xii: In any case where a gentile owns even the 
smallest share of the fetus or its mother, it is not consecrated as 
a firstborn (see Bekhorot 13a). 
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The Gemara notes: Rav Huna and Rabba follow their lines of 
reasoning, as another dispute between them was stated with 
regard to a case in which one-third of a firstborn fetus emerged 
through the wall of the womb, i.e., via caesarean section, and 
then the other two-thirds emerged through the opening of the 
womb." The halakha is that a fetus is consecrated only if it emerged 
through the opening of the womb. In this case a majority did 
emerge through the opening, but the first majority to emerge was 
not through the opening. Rav Huna says it is not consecrated and 
Rabba says it is consecrated. 


The Gemara elaborates: When Rav Huna says it is not conse- 
crated Rav Huna conforms to his standard line of reasoning, as 
he says a firstborn is consecrated retroactively, since the birth 
consecrates it. And in this case, the first majority that emerged, 
which defined its birth, was not through the opening of the 
womb." Therefore, it was not consecrated. Conversely, when 
Rabba says it is consecrated Rabba conforms to his standard line 
of reasoning, as he says a firstborn is consecrated from that point 
forward, i.e., only once a majority of the fetus has emerged from 
the opening of the womb. This is because the emergence of a 
majority of the fetus through the opening of the womb consecrates 
it, even if that is not the first majority, and in this case the majority 
of the animal emerged through the opening of the womb. 


The Gemara notes: And it is necessary to convey Rav Huna and 
Rabba’s dispute in both of these cases. As, had the Sages taught 
us only their dispute with regard to this case, where after one- 
third emerged it was sold to a gentile, one might have thought that 
it is only with regard to this case that Rav Huna says the animal 
is consecrated retroactively. This is because to rule it is consecrated 
from that point forward would be a leniency, as then the fetus 
would be exempt from being subject to firstborn status. But with 
regard to that case, when one-third emerged through the wall of 
the womb, where Rabba’s opinion would lead to a stringency, one 
might say that Rav Huna concedes to Rabba. 


And if their dispute was stated only with regard to that case, when 
one-third emerged through the wall of the womb, one might have 
thought it is only in that case that Rabba says the animal is con- 
secrated from that point forward, as that results in a stringency, i.e., 
the fetus is subject to firstborn status. But in this case, when after 
one-third emerged it was sold to a gentile, and where ruling that 
the animal is consecrated from that point forward results in a leni- 
ency, one might say that Rabba concedes to Rav Huna. Therefore, 
it was necessary for the dispute to be stated in both cases. 


HALAKHA 


One-third emerged through the wall of the womb and 
the other two-thirds emerged through the opening of 
the womb - ony TI Whw awn pit 17 ww rey”: If one- 
third of a firstborn fetus emerged through the wall of the 
womb, i.e., via caesarean section, and afterward the other 
two-thirds emerged normally through the opening of the 
womb, the animal is not consecrated as the firstborn. This 
is because a firstborn is consecrated retroactively from its 
initial emergence from the womb, and that emergence was 
not through the opening of the womb. This is in accordance 
with the opinion of Rav Huna. Others, such as the Rosh, hold 
that the animal is not consecrated, in accordance with the 
opinion of Rabba (Rambam Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot Bekhorot 
4:15; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De’a 319:3). 


NOTES 

And the first majority was not through the womb - xan) 
oma mmh sap: An animal born by caesarean section is not 
consecrated as a firstborn, as it states: “Consecrate to Me 
every firstborn, that which opens the womb” (Exodus 13:2), 
and this animal did not emerge by opening the womb (see 
Bekhorot 19a). Alternatively, the verse: “All the firstborns that 
are born...you shall consecrate to the Lord” (Deuteronomy 
15:19), excludes offspring that emerged through caesarean 
section, as they are not considered to have been born in the 
regular manner (Sifrei). 
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HALAKHA 

Cuts and leaves it outside the body — mam qamna: 
f an animal that was giving birth to a firstborn male 
was encountering difficulty giving birth, and one cut up 
he fetus limb by limb and placed the limbs to one side 
until a majority of the animal had emerged, then all the 
imbs require burial and no future offspring is subject 
o firstborn status. The reason is that once a majority of 
he animal exists outside the womb, even though it is in 
pieces, the entire animal is retroactively consecrated as 
he firstborn, in accordance with the opinion of Rav Huna 
(Rambam). According to the Tur the animal is not conse- 
crated retroactively, and only those pieces cut from it after 
a majority has emerged require burial, in accordance with 
the opinion of Rabba (Rambam Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot 
Bekhorot 4:14; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh Dea 319:1). 


We do not disregard the majority of the fetus — xb 
Tay NaN jaw: If the majority of a fetus emerged, 
even if that majority is reached only by including the 
minority of one of its limbs, it is considered born (Ram- 
bam Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot Bekhorot 4:16; Shulhan Arukh, 
Yoreh Dea 319:4). 


What is the halakha as to whether one casts it with the 
majority of that limb - 32% 317 303 sendy yma: If half 
of a fetus emerged from the womb, and that half includes 
he majority of a limb that had already emerged, the ani- 
mal's status as a firstborn is uncertain. Consequently, the 
next animal born, if it is a male, will also have uncertain 
firstborn status. The reason for this uncertain status is 
because the Gemara does not resolve the question of 
whether or not one says that since the majority of that 
imb emerged it is considered as though the entire limb 
had emerged, and consequently a majority of the fetus 
is considered to have emerged, thereby consecrating it 
as the firstborn (Rambam Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot Bekhorot 
4:16; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh Dea 319:4). 


aw 


NOTES 


And if you say a firstborn is consecrated retroactively, 
the mishna should have said the limbs must be 
buried — mS yan rap WIT KIT wpb max N: 

According to the opinion that the animal is not con- 
secrated retroactively but only from the point when a 
majority has emerged from the womb, the parts that 
had emerged before that point would not become con- 
secrated and would not require burial. They may even be 
hrown to dogs (Tosafot). 


Here we are dealing with one who cuts and immedi- 
ately casts it — phm ganna ppoy *a NDT: Even if 
he fetus is consecrated retroactively, the consecration 
applies only to those parts of the fetus that still exist at 
he time when the majority of the fetus has emerged. 
Consequently, it is permitted to cast the limbs to the 
dogs as they are cut, as at that time the consecration has 
not yet taken effect. Even when it does take effect later, 
it does not take effect on the limbs that already emerged, 
as they no longer exist. By contrast, in the case in which 
the first third of the fetus to emerge was sold to a gentile, 
at the time that the majority of the fetus had emerged 
the third sold to the gentile was still extant. Therefore, the 
consecration takes effect on it retroactively and the sale 
does not take effect at all (Rashi). 
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The Gemara raises a difficulty with the opinion of Rav Huna. We 
learned in the mishna: If an animal that was giving birth to a 
firstborn male was encountering difficulty giving birth, and in 
order to alleviate the difficulty one wishes to terminate the birth, 
he may cut up the fetus limb by limb and cast it to the dogs. What, 
is it not teaching that one cuts each limb and leaves it outside 
the body," casting the limbs to the dogs only after he has already 
extracted a majority of its body? And if you say a firstborn is con- 
secrated retroactively, then once the majority of the fetus emerges 
from the womb all of the limbs would be consecrated retroactively 
according to Rav Huna. Accordingly, the mishna should have said 
the limbs must be buried." 


The Gemara responds: No, here we are dealing with one who 
cuts each limb and immediately casts it" to the dogs, before any 
consecration takes effect. 


The Gemara asks: But according to this, if one cuts the limbs and 
leaves them, what is the halakha? Each one must be buried. If that 
is so, rather than teaching in the latter clause of the mishna: If a 
majority of the fetus had already emerged it is considered to have 
been born and duly consecrated, and so if one cut it up it must be 
buried, and any future offspring from that animal is exempted from 
firstborn status; let the tanna instead distinguish and teach a case 
in which the limbs are consecrated within the context of the first 
case itself, in the following manner: In what case is this statement, 
that the limbs may be cast to the dogs, said? It is with regard to one 
who cuts pieces of the fetus and immediately casts them to the dogs 
limb by limb, before a majority has emerged. But if one cuts and 
leaves the limbs until a majority has emerged, each one of them 
must be buried. 


The Gemara answers: That is indeed what the latter clause of the 
mishna is saying: In what case is this statement said? It is with 
regard to one who cuts and casts the limbs to the dogs before a 
majority emerges. But if one cuts and leaves the limbs until a major- 
ity emerges it is regarded as though a majority of it emerged at 
one time, and so it must be buried. 


§ Rava raises a dilemma: Does one follow the majority with 
regard to limbs or does one not follow the majority with regard 
to limbs? The Gemara asks: What are the circumstances of this 
dilemma; what exactly is Rava’s question? 


If we say it is referring to a case where the majority of the fetus 
emerged, but that majority includes the emergence of the minority 
part of one ofits limbs, then Rava is raising the following dilemma: 
With regard to this minority part of a limb that is outside the womb, 
do we cast it, i.e., count it, together with the majority of that limb, 
which is still inside the womb, as if the entire limb was still inside 
the womb? If so, it would be regarded as though a majority of the 
fetus has not yet emerged. Or perhaps we cast it and count it 
together with the majority of the fetus that has already emerged, 
and so it is regarded as though a majority of the fetus has emerged 
and it is duly consecrated. 


The Gemara rejects this possibility: In that case it is obvious that 
we do not disregard the majority of the fetus" and go after the 
majority of the limb. Consequently, Rava would not have raised a 
dilemma about this. 


Rather, the dilemma is referring to a case where half of the fetus 
emerged, but that halfincludes the majority of a certain limb, and 
Rava raises the following dilemma: With regard to this minority 
part of a limb that is inside the womb, what is the halakha as to 
whether one casts it and counts it together with the majority of 
that limb" and considers it as if that entire limb has emerged? If it 
is counted, it would be regarded as though a majority of the fetus 
has emerged, and it is duly consecrated. 
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The Gemara suggests: Come and hear a resolution from a statement 
of the mishna: If a majority of the fetus had already emerged, it is 
considered to have been born and duly consecrated, and so if one cut 
it up it must be buried. The Gemara clarifies: What is meant by a 
majority of the fetus? If we say it means literally the majority of the 
fetus, then the following difficulty arises: Until now had we not 
learned the principle that the majority of an item is considered like 
all of it?" This is a well-established principle and it is not necessary 
to teach it again in this context. 


Rather, is the mishna not referring to a case where half of the 
fetus emerged, but that half includes the majority of a limb? If so, 
the mishna directly resolves Rava’s dilemma and teaches that the 
minority part of the limb inside the womb is regarded as though it 
had emerged. 


The Gemara responds: No, the mishna could be referring to a case 
where the majority of the fetus emerged, but that majority includes 
the emergence of the minority ofa limb, and it teaches us that we 
do not disregard the majority of the fetus and go after the majority 
of the limb. 


§ A firstborn animal is consecrated by virtue of the fact that its birth 
is the first in which the womb of the mother opens, as indicated by 
the verse: “Consecrate to Me every firstborn, that which opens the 
womb” (Exodus 13:2). Concerning this condition, Rava raises a 
dilemma: If one wrapped the fetus in the bast" of a palm tree while 
it was still in the womb, and it therefore did not come in contact 
with the opening of the womb directly when it emerged, what is the 
halakha with regard to whether it is consecrated? Likewise, if one 
wrapped it in his robe when it emerged, what is the halakha? 


Rava adds: If it emerged wrapped in its afterbirth, what is the 
halakha?’ The Gemara interjects: How could one suggest that being 
wrapped in its afterbirth would pose a problem? That is its natural 
manner of birth, and the afterbirth is consequently not considered 
an interposition. Accordingly, it is considered as though it was in 
direct contact with the opening of the womb. Rather, Rava’s dilemma 
must be as follows: If it emerged wrapped in the afterbirth of a 
different animal, what is the halakha? 


Another dilemma: If one wrapped it in one’s hands and held it and 
brought it out" in that fashion, such that the fetus did not come in 
direct contact with the opening of the womb, what is the halakha? 
With regard to all these dilemmas the Gemara asks: What are the 
circumstances? Ifthe fetus had already partially emerged headfirst" 
and then one wrapped up the body, which was still inside the womb, 
the halakha in sucha case is clear: Since its head emerged, it is already 
considered to have been born and to have opened up the womb, and 
it is duly consecrated. Rather, the dilemma is in a case where it 
partially emerged hind legs first, and the majority of the body, which 
was still in the womb, was wrapped before it emerged. 


HALAKHA 


If one wrapped the fetus in the bast, etc. - 3) 293 i312: If one 
wrapped an animal in bast or in the afterbirth of another animal 
while it was still in its mother’s womb and it then emerged from 
the womb, or if it emerged wrapped in the limbs of its sister, 


considered an uncertain firstborn. This is because the Gemara 
does not resolve the dilemma of whether such items are consid- 
ered an interposition (Rambam Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot Bekhorot 
4:17). 


which is Rabbeinu Hananel’s explanation of the Gemara, it is 


NOTES 


Until now had we not learned the principle that the 
majority of an item is considered like all of it - Kawy ty 
roa INIT YYW xd: The commentaries ask: According 
to the Gemara’s interpretation of the mishna in accordance 
with the opinion of Rav Huna, this clause of the mishna 
does in fact teach a novelty. It teaches that if one cut the 
fetus limb by limb and set the limbs aside, even the pieces 
that were cut before the majority emerged must be buried. 
Why doesn't the Gemara consider this a sufficient nov- 
elty to justify the clause? Rashi clarifies that the Gemara’s 
interpretation was considered problematic in any case, as 
it explains the mishna in a far-fetched manner; and in fact 
that is why it was rejected. 

The Rosh concludes from the Gemara's claim here that 
the halakha is not in accordance with the opinion of Rav 
Huna. Rather, the halakha is in accordance with the opin- 
ion of Rabba, who explains the mishna in a straightforward 
manner. 


If one wrapped it in the bast of a palm tree...in his 
robe...in its afterbirth, what is the halakha - ....°Da i313 
wa imdwa.. inoa: In all of these cases the question is 
whether the substance is considered an interposition, 
which would prevent the animal from being consecrated 
as a firstborn. The Gemara presents the cases in order of 
increasing novelty. For instance, even if bast or a robe 
are considered to be interpositions, perhaps that is only 
because they are composed of types of material different 
from a fetus. Therefore, it is still possible that afterbirth 
would not be considered an interposition. 


Wrapped it in one’s hands and held it [ve‘ahazatu] and 
brought it out — asim mng 1373: The verbal forms 
used here are third person female. Rashi explains they 
refer to a midwife, and this is how midwives would regu- 
larly assist a birth. The Gemara’s question, therefore, is that 
perhaps her wrapping it in her hands and bringing it out 
should be considered the normal manner of birth and 
should therefore not be considered an interposition. Oth- 
ers question this interpretation, as the Gemara is referring 
to the birth of an animal, and in such cases, the Gemara 
generally refers to the person assisting the birth as a male 
shepherd, not as a female midwife (Rabbeinu Tam). For 
this reason Rabbeinu Tam prefers the version of the text 
cited by Rabbeinu Hananel, which reads ahoto, meaning: 
s sister, instead of ve‘ahazatu, meaning: And she held it. 
Accordingly, the reference is to a male fetus born together 
with a female twin, with the legs of the latter wrapped 
around the head of the former. The dilemma is whether the 
male is considered to have opened the womb. 


What are the circumstances if it had emerged headfirst — 
AP TTT PTN MIT D7: Rashi states that this clarifica- 
tion refers to all of the preceding dilemmas, including the 
cases of a fetus wrapped in bast or a robe. Since one can 
wrap a fetus only after it has begun to emerge, the issue 
of whether its head emerged first is critical, as if it did, that 
alone is sufficient to consecrate it as a firstborn. 

According to the explanation of Rabbeinu Hananel that 
the previous dilemma concerned a case where the male 
fetus emerged wrapped around its sister, this question 
concerns specifically that case, and the phrase: Emerged 
headfirst, refers to the sister. If her head emerged first, 
she would be considered the first to be born, and the 
brother would not become consecrated upon his birth. 
The Gemara’s answer is that the legs of the female emerged 
first, with the head of the male between them. 
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BACKGROUND 


Weasel [hulda] - aban: The hulda of the Talmud, which 
is probably the same as the holed of Leviticus 11:29, is 
described in tractate Ja‘anit (8a) as killing a human 
baby. Yisrael Aharoni, an influential, early twentieth- 
century Israeli zoologist, proposed that it is the brown 
rat, a predatory animal, and therefore hulda became 
the name for the rat in modern Hebrew. Yet it is now 
known that brown rats reached the Middle East only 
very recently. Moreover, in the talmudic era, the only 
rat present in the Middle East was the black rat, a much 
smaller rodent, which is not predatory. 

The opinion of the medieval European rabbinic tradi- 
tion with regard to the hulda is more likely the correct 
one, which identifies it as a member of the weasel fam- 
ily. The weasel itself does not live in the Middle East, 
although it did live there in the early biblical era and 
possibly survived through talmudic times. The marten, 
which belongs to the same family, is found in Eretz 
Yisrael today and is also a possible candidate for the 
hulda. Other references to the hulda in the Talmud (see, 
e.g., Pesahim 9a-b) depict a creature that stores and 
eats crumbs of bread, which is plainly not a weasel or 
a marten. This has led researchers to conclude that the 
term must refer to different species in different contexts. 


NOTES 


fa weasel swallowed and exited, bringing the fetus 

..if one pressed together two wombs - pyha 
DAP IW PITIANKYIT aban: The commentaries 
note that these cases could never happen in practice, 
and they are discussed here in accordance with the 
principle: Expound on new understandings of Torah 
and receive reward (see Sota 44a), i.e., one should learn 
Torah for its own sake, even without practical ramifi- 
cations (Josafot on Shabbat 152b). That said, there are 
many instances where a hypothetical case sheds light 
ona basic principle, which affects the halakha in other 
situations. In this context, modern biology has made 
possible certain cases, e.g., the transplantation of fetuses 
and surrogate mothers, where these dilemmas are in 
fact relevant, and are discussed by some contemporary 
authorities in that context. 
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Rava raises additional dilemmas: If a weasel’ entered the womb and 
swallowed the fetus there, and then exited the womb, bringing the 
fetus out in its stomach, whatis the halakha? The Gemara interjects: 
Is there any doubt about a case where the weasel brought the fetus 
out in its stomach? In such a case it is the weasel that brought it out, 
and it is certainly not regarded as though the fetus opened the womb. 
Rather, the dilemma concerns a case where the weasel swallowed 
the fetus and brought it out, and then brought it back into the 
womb and vomited it out while inside the womb, and the fetus 
subsequently emerged of its own accord. What is the halakha in 
this case? 


Another dilemma: If one pressed together the openings of two 
wombs™ of two animals giving birth to firstborns, and a fetus exited 
from the womb of this animal and entered the womb of that animal, 
and then emerged from the womb of the second animal, after which 
the second animal gave birth to its fetus, what is the halakha with 
regard to whether the fetus of the second animal is consecrated as a 
firstborn? Is the womb considered to have opened only when its 
own fetus emerges from inside, but a fetus that is not its own is not 
halakhically considered to have opened the womb? Or perhaps 
even a fetus that is not its own is also considered to have opened 
the womb? The Gemara does not provide a resolution for these 
dilemmas and concludes: The dilemma shall stand unresolved. 


Rav Aha raises a dilemma: If the walls of the opening of the womb 
opened" and widened to such an extent that when the fetus emerged 
it did not touch them, what is the halakha? Does the airspace of the 
opening of the womb consecrate the fetus as it is born, and this 
situation exists here in this case; or perhaps it is the contact with 
the opening of the womb that consecrates it, and this situation 
does not exist here in this case? 


Mar bar Rav Ashi raises a dilemma: If the walls of the opening of 
the womb were removed," what is the halakha? The Gemara inter- 
jects: The halakha in this case is clear, since if they were removed 
they are not there to consecrate the fetus. Rather, the dilemma 
is in a case where they were removed from their original place, 
recessed inside the womb, and as the fetus emerged, the walls lay 
onits neck. In sucha case, what is the halakha? Do the walls of the 
opening of the womb consecrate a fetus only when they are in their 
natural place, but when they are not in their natural place they 
cannot consecrate a fetus? Or perhaps when they are not in their 
natural place they also consecrate the fetus. 


If one pressed together two wombs - OM 9w PaT: If one 
pressed the womb of one animal to the womb of another, and 
rom one womb and entered the other, it 


then a fetus exited 


HALAKHA 
resolve the question of whether the physical contact with or 
the airspace of the cervix effects the consecration of a firstborn 
(Rambam Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot Bekhorot 4:19). 


is uncertain whether or not the second mother is exempted 


from having its subsequent offspring counted a firstborn, as the 
Gemara leaves the dilemma unresolved (Rambam Sefer Korbanot, 


Hilkhot Bekhorot 4:18). 


If the walls of the opening of the womb opened — nip maD) 
on ma: If the walls of an animal's womb widened and the 
hout coming into contact with them, it is 
an uncertain firstborn. The reason is that the Gemara does not 


animal emerged wi 


If the walls of the opening of the womb were removed — 117743 
ony ma sonia: if the walls of an animal's cervix were removed 
from their natural place and were hanging from the neck of the 
fetus, it is an uncertain firstborn. The reason is that the Gemara 
does not resolve the dilemma of whether the cervix effects con- 
secration only when it is in its natural place or even when it is 
not in its place (Rambam Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot Bekhorot 4:20). 
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Rabbi Yirmeya raises a dilemma before Rabbi Zeira: If the walls 
of the opening of the womb were thinned [nigmemu]"“" by remov- 
ing the inner layer, what is the halakha? If the fetus then emerges 
through them is it consecrated? Rabbi Zeira said to him: You have 
touched upon a dilemma that was already raised before us, and 
that discussion provides the answer to your dilemma. As Rabbi 
Zeira raised a dilemma, and some say Rabbi Zeira raised that 
dilemma before Rabbi Asi: Ifa section of the opening of the womb 
was cut away, but the standing section, i.e., the part remaining, is 
greater in size than the breached, removed, section," and the off- 
spring emerged through the breached section; or if the breached 
section is greater in size than the standing section and the offspring 
emerged through the standing section, what is the halakha? 


Rabbi Zeira explains how this dilemma can resolve Rabbi Yirmeya’s 
dilemma: That dilemma was raised only with regard to a case 
where the breached section is greater than the standing section, 
as there is at least some part of the womb still standing and there- 
fore one can consider the possibility that it could consecrate the 
fetus. But a dilemma was not raised with regard to case where the 
walls were thinned, because in that case it is obvious that the fetus 
is not consecrated, as there is nothing left to consecrate it. 


If the walls of the opening of the womb were thinned - 
ony ma omnia: If the walls of the cervix were cut away, then the 
fetus that emerges is not consecrated as a firstborn. The Gemara 
infers this from Rabbi Zeira’s dilemma, according to the interpretation 
of the Rambam (Rambam Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot Bekhorot 4:21). 
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HALAKHA 
varan. 


The standing section is greater than the breached section - iy 
ynat by mara: If a minority of the sides of the cervix were missing 
and the fetus ‘emerged via the missing section, or if most of the 
sides were missing and the fetus emerged via the extant part, it 
is an uncertain firstborn. The reason is that Rabbi Zeira’s dilemma 
with regard to this case is left unresolved (Rambam Sefer Korbanot, 
Hilkhot Bekhorot 4:21). 


MI SHN a regard to an animal whose fetus died 


in its womb" and the shepherd reached his 
hand into the womb and touched the fetus, both in the case of a 
non-kosher animal and in the case of a kosher animal the fetus 
does not have the status of an animal carcass that imparts ritual 
impurity, and the shepherd remains ritually pure. Rabbi Yosei 
HaGelili says: In the case of anon-kosher animal it is impure, and 


in the case of a kosher animal it is pure. 
G EN { A The Gemara asks: What is the reason for 
the ruling of the first tanna? Rav Hisda 
said: It is apparent through an a fortiori inference: If being inside 
its mother is effective to permit it for consumption through the 
slaughter of its mother even if the fetus was found dead inside the 
womb, then should being inside its mother not also be effective to 
render it pure from the impurity of an animal carcass? 


The Gemara asks: We found a rationale for this halakha with regard 
to a kosher animal; from where do we derive that the same applies 
to a non-kosher animal? The Gemara answers that the verse states: 


“And when a domesticated animal dies, of those that you eat, one 


who touches its carcass shall be impure until the evening” (Leviticus 
11:39). The Gemara interprets the verse as follows: “And when a 
domesticated animal dies,” this is referring to a non-kosher ani- 
mal; “of those that you eat,” this is referring to a kosher animal. 
The verse thereby juxtaposes a non-kosher animal to a kosher 
animal with regard to imparting impurity of a carcass, and teaches 
that just as with regard to a kosher animal, its fetus that died in its 
womb is pure, as derived above through an a fortiori inference, so 
too, with regard to a non-kosher animal, its dead fetus is pure. 


NOTES 
Were thinned — w333): Rashi cites two explana- 
tions for this case. The first is that the walls of the 
cervix became thinned out all the way around, 
while the second is that the inner section of the 
wall of the cervix was cut away, leaving only its 
outer rim. 


LANGUAGE 

Thinned [nigmemu] - 131333: The root nun, gim- 
mel, mem refers to cutting. it does not mean to cut 
an object into two, or even to uproot it. Rather, it 
refers to the removal of the upper part of an item 
while the main section remains intact. The Sages 
use the term in this manner with reference to cut- 
ting wood, vessels (see, e.g., Shabbat 60b), and the 
molars of animals. 


HALAKHA 


An animal whose fetus died in its womb - mana 

myn Jina may Maw: If the fetus of a kosher or 
a non-kosher animal died in its womb, and the 

shepherd inserted his hand and touched it, he 

remains ritually pure, in accordance with the opin- 
ion of the first tanna in the mishna (Rambam Sefer 
Tahara, Hilkhot Shear Avot HaTumot 2:2). 
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The Gemara asks: And as for Rabbi Yosei HaGelili, what is 
the reason for his ruling? Rabbi Yitzhak said that the verse 
states with regard to non-kosher animals that do not have cloven 
hooves: “And whatever walks on its paws, among any [bekhol] 
undomesticated animal [hayya] that walks on all fours, they 
are impure for you; whoever touches their carcass shall be 
impure until the evening” (Leviticus 1:27). Rabbi Yosei HaGelili 
expounds this verse as follows: Those animals that walk on their 
paws, i.e., that do not have cloven hooves, which are inside the 
body of an animal, I rendered impure for you. Rabbi Yitzhak 
interprets the term bekhol as meaning: Inside the body of, and 
the word hayya as meaning: A live animal. Accordingly, he under- 
stands the verse to be referring to a dead fetus found inside a 
living animal. 


The Gemara objects: If that is so, then a dead fetus with non- 
cloven hooves found inside a cow should be impure, despite the 
fact that it is from a kosher species, as it is an animal that walks 
on its paws that is inside the body of a kosher animal. The 
Gemara explains: The verse renders impure an animal that walks 
upon its four paws that is inside an animal that walks on four 
paws. But this is a case of an animal that walks on four inside an 
animal that walks on eight. Since the mother cow’s hooves are 
entirely split into two parts, it actually walks on eight parts and is 
not the animal referred to by the verse. 


The Gemara raises another objection: If that is so, then a dead 
fetus in the form of a cow, which has eight parts to its legs, inside 
the womb of a camel, a non-kosher animal with non-cloven 
hooves, should not be impure, as it is an animal that walks on 
eight inside an animal that walks on four, and the verse is not 
referring to it. The Gemara responds that the verse could have 
stated: Walks upon, but instead states: “And whatever walks 
upon,’ i.e., the addition of the word “whatever” serves to include 
a dead cow fetus in the womb of a camel, teaching that it is 
impure. 


The Gemara objects: If that is so, then a dead fetus with non- 
cloven hooves inside the womb of a cow with non-cloven 
hooves should be impure, as it is an animal that walks on four 
inside an animal that walks on four, but the halakha is that since 
the mother is a kosher species, it is pure. The Gemara explains: It 
is to that end that the a fortiori inference of Rav Hisda is effective, 
as it renders pure the fetuses of all kosher animals, even if their 
hooves are not fully cloven. 


Rav Ahadvoi bar Ami objects to this explanation that the verse 
renders impure only animals that walk on four inside animals that 
walk on four: If that is so, a dead pig fetus inside the womb of a 
female pig should not be impure, as a pig has cloven hooves, and 
so it is an animal that walks on eight inside an animal that walks 
on eight, and so the verse is not referring to it. 


Rather, Rav Nahman bar Yitzhak said that Rabbi Yosei HaGel- 
ilis opinion is derived from here: The verse states with regard to 

the sliding-scale offering brought by one who was unaware that 
he was impure when he ate consecrated food or entered the 

Temple: “A person who touched anything impure, or the car- 
cass of anon-kosher undomesticated animal, or the carcass of 
a non-kosher domesticated animal, or the carcass of an impure 

creeping animal, and is guilty, it having being hidden from him 

that he is impure” (Leviticus 5:2). 


The verse presents a difficulty: Does only a carcass of a non- 
kosher animal impart impurity, and that ofa kosher animal not 

impart impurity? The halakha is that both do. Rather, what is 

this animal to which the verse is referring? This is a fetus, which 

if inside a non-kosher animal is impure, and if inside a kosher 

animal is pure. 
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The Gemara asks: And since this halakha is derived from the state- 
ment of Rav Nahman bar Yitzhak, why do I need the proof of 
Rabbi Yitzhak from the verse: “And whatever walks on its paws, 
among any undomesticated animal that walks on all fours” (Leviti- 
cus 11:27)? The Gemara explains: Were it not for the derivation of 
Rabbi Yitzhak, I would say that the entire verse expounded by Rav 
Nahman bar Yitzhak comes to teach only that which Rabbi Yehuda 
HaNasi derived from it, as cited by the Gemara later on. Rabbi 
Yitzhak’s statement teaches us that the verse is also to be expounded 
as Rav Nahman bar Yitzhak explained. 


§ It is taught in a baraita that Rabbi Yonatan, a student of Rabbi 
Yishmael, says: I said [namti]' to ben Azzai: We learned that a 
carcass of a kosher domesticated animal imparts impurity" from 
the verse: “And when a domesticated animal dies, of those that you 
eat, one who touches its carcass shall be impure until the evening” 
(Leviticus 11:39). And we learned that a carcass of a non-kosher 
domesticated animal imparts impurity, and that a carcass of a 
non-kosher undomesticated animal imparts impurity, from the 
verse: “A person who touched anything impure, or the carcass of a 
non-kosher undomesticated animal, or the carcass of anon-kosher 
domesticated animal” (Leviticus 5:2). 


But we did not yet learn about a carcass of a kosher undomesti- 
cated animal. From where is it derived that it imparts impurity? 
Ben Azzai said to me that this is derived from the verse: “And what- 
ever walks on its paws, among any undomesticated animal that 
walks on all fours” (Leviticus 11:27). The inclusive term “among any” 
serves to include even a carcass ofa kosher undomesticated animal 
among those that impart impurity. 


Rabbi Yonatan continues. I said to ben Azzai: But does it state: 
And any undomesticated animal? Isn’t it stated only: “Among any 
undomesticated animal”? And as explained earlier, this comes to 
teach that a dead fetus in the form of any of the animals that walk 
on their paws inside an undomesticated animal imparts impurity. 
He said to me: And what does Rabbi Yishmael, your teacher, say 
about this matter? 


I said to him that Rabbi Yishmael derives all these halakhot from 
the verse: “And when a domesticated animal dies, of those that you 
eat, one who touches its carcass shall be impure until the evening” 
(Leviticus 11:39), as follows: “And when a domesticated animal 
[habehema] dies,” this is referring to a non-kosher animal; “of 
those that you eat,” this is referring to a kosher animal. And we 
learned that a hayya is included in the category of a behema, i.e., 
the term behema can also refer collectively to both domesticated 
and undomesticated animals. And likewise, a behema is included 
in the category of a hayya. 


Furthermore, a kosher hayya is included when the Torah makes 
reference to a kosher behema, and a non-kosher hayya is included 
when the Torah makes reference to anon-kosher behema. 


HALAKHA 


That a carcass of a kosher domesticated animal imparts 
impurity, etc. - ^D AKaAv~AY MIMD maga mha: When an animal 
dies without being ritually slaughtered, whether it was domes- 
ticated or undomesticated, kosher or non-kosher, its flesh is a 


to people and vessels by contact, to earthenware vessels through 
their airspace, and imparts impurity to a person who carries it, 
thereby rendering his garments impure as well (Rambam Sefer 
Tahara, Hilkhot She'ar Avot HaTumot 1:1). 


primary source of ritual impurity [av hatuma]. It imparts impurity 


LANGUAGE 
| said [namti] — *Fva3: From the root nun, aleph, mem, 
which refers to speech and appears frequently in both 
the Bible and statements of the Sages. The verb is often 
conjugated as though the root were nun, vav, mem. 
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Perek IV 
Daf71 Amuda 


LANGUAGE 
Woe [haval] - ban: This exclamation is derived from 
the root het, beit, lamed, in accordance with the Aramaic 
meaning of havala, loss. 


HALAKHA 
With regard to distinguishing characteristics — my): 
The distinguishing characteristics of a kosher animal are 
the same for domesticated and undomesticated animals. 
The animal must have cloven hooves and chew its cud 
(Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Ma‘akhalot Assurot 1:2; 
Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh Dea 79:1). 


With regard to mating - way: If one mates two ani- 
mals from different species he is liable to receive lashes. 
This applies to both domesticated and undomesticated 
animals, whether they are kosher or non-kosher (Ram- 
ban Sefer Zera'im, Hilkhot Kilayim 9:1, 8; Shulhan Arukh, 
Yoreh De'a 297:1). 
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And likewise, a non-kosher behema is included in the category of 
a non-kosher hayya, and a kosher behema is included in the cat- 
egory of a kosher hayya. Accordingly, although the verse here is 
referring to a behema, it is understood to be referring collectively to 
both a behema and a hayya, and teaches that the carcasses of both 
types impart impurity. And upon hearing this, ben Azzai said to me 
in these words: Woe [haval]: unto ben Azzai, who did not serve 
Rabbi Yishmael." 


The Gemara analyzes Rabbi Yishmael’s statement: From where do 
we derive that according to the Torah, a hayya is included in the 
category of a behema? As it is written: “These are the behema that 
you may eat: An ox, a sheep, and a goat, a deer, and a gazelle, and 
a fallow deer, and a wild goat, and an oryx, and an aurochs, and a 
wild sheep” (Deuteronomy 14:4-5). Despite employing the term 
“behema,’ the verse also lists the deer and the gazelle, which are 
undomesticated animals. How is this possible? From here it is evi- 
dent that a hayya is included by the Torah in the category of 
a behema. 


From where do we derive that according to the Torah, a behema is 
included in the category of a hayya? As it is written: “These are 
the hayya that you may eat, among all the behema that are on 
the earth. Whatever parts the hoof” (Leviticus 11:2-3). How is 
this possible, that the verse mentions a hayya and then refers to a 
behema? This indicates that a domesticated animal is included in 
the category of a hayya by the Torah. 


The Gemara further clarifies: The principle that a kosher hayya is 
included by the Torah in the category of a kosher behema is rele- 
vant with regard to the distinguishing characteristics" of kosher 
animals. The Torah states with regard to a domesticated animal that 
only a species that chews its cud and has cloven hooves is kosher. 
Nevertheless, this requirement is understood as a reference to both 
domesticated and undomesticated animals. 


The principle that a non-kosher hayya is included by the Torah in 
the category of anon-kosher behema is relevant with regard to the 
prohibition against mating" one species with another. The Torah 
states the prohibition with regard to a behema: “You shall not let 
your animal [behema] mate with a diverse kind” (Leviticus 19:19). 
Nevertheless, this is understood as referring to both a behema and 
a hayya. 


The principle that a non-kosher behema is included by the Torah 
in the category of a non-kosher hayya is relevant with regard to 
that which Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi taught, as it is taught in a baraita: 
The verse delineates a case in which one is obligated to bring a 
sliding-scale offering as an atonement: “A person who touched 
anything impure, or the carcass of a non-kosher undomesticated 
animal [hayya], or the carcass ofa non-kosher domesticated animal 
[behema], or the carcass of an impure creeping animal, and is guilty, 
it having being hidden from him that he is impure” (Leviticus 5:2). 
But the nature of the transgression for which the person requires 
atonement is not apparent from the verse. 


Woe unto ben Azzai, who did not serve Rabbi Yishmael — ban 
xynun INN WD sow MY jaby: Ben Azzai issued this remark 
about himself. He felt it was to his detriment that he had not had 
the opportunity to study under Rabbi Yishmael, who could have 
taught him many halakhot he did not know. It is noted by the 


NOTES 


What does Yishmael say about this matter, without entitling 
him Rabbi. Once he heard this exposition cited in his name, he 
called him Rabbi Yishmael, in accordance with the statement 
that whoever learns even one matter from another must call him 
Rabbi (see Avot 6:3). 


Maharatz Hayyut that initially ben Azzai asked Rabbi Yonatan: 
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Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi says: Since a domesticated animal is also 
referred to as a hayya, it would be sufficient if I would read, i.e., the 
verse would write, only the clause about a hayya, and I would have 
known that one who touches a carcass of any non-kosher animal is 
impure. Why, then, is an explicit clause about a behema stated? It 
serves as the basis for a verbal analogy. 


It is stated here, with regard to one who is unaware that he touched 
an impure item: “Non-kosher behema,’ and it is likewise stated 
below, with regard to one who was aware that he touched an impure 
item: “Non-kosher behema,’ in the following verse: “And when any 
one shall touch any impure thing, whether it is the impurity of man, 
oranon-kosher behema, and then eats of the flesh ofa peace offering 
to the Lord, that soul shall be cut off from its people” (Leviticus 7:21). 
Just as below, the verse is referring to the defiling of sacrificial foods, 
so too here, the reference is to the defiling of sacrificial foods," and 
therefore one must bring a sliding-scale offering as an atonement. 


The Gemara clarifies the final statement: The principle that a kosher 
behema is included by the Torah in the category of a kosher hayya 
is relevant with regard to the formation of children. As we learned 
in a mishna (Nidda 21a): With regard to a woman who miscarries a 
fetus that appears to be in the form of a type of behema," hayya, or 
bird, whether it had the form of a non-kosher species or a kosher 
species, if the fetus is a male, then she observes the periods of 
impurity and purity required for giving birth to a male. 


The mishna continues: And if the fetus is a female, then she observes 
the periods required for giving birth to a female. After giving birth 
to a male, a woman is impure for seven days, during which it is pro- 
hibited for her to engage in intercourse. During the next thirty-three 
days she may immerse in a ritual bath at any time, after which she is 
permitted to engage in intercourse even should she then experience 
a discharge of uterine blood. Nevertheless, during the entire forty- 
day period she may not enter the Temple or be in contact with con- 
secrated foods. After giving birth to a girl, the length of each of these 
periods is doubled to fourteen days and sixty-six days, respectively 
(see Leviticus 12:2-5). 


If the sex of the fetus is unknown, she observes the strictures of a 

woman who gave birth both to a male and to a female. Accordingly, 
it is prohibited for her to engage in intercourse for the fourteen days 

after birth, after which she immerses in a ritual bath. After that she is 

permitted to engage in intercourse despite any discharge of uterine 

blood until the fortieth day after birth, i.e., for thirty-three days fol- 
lowing the seven days she would have been prohibited from engaging 
in intercourse if the fetus was male. The prohibition against entering 
the Temple, however, continues until eighty days have passed from 

the birth. 


This is the statement of Rabbi Meir. The Gemara elsewhere (Nidda 
22b) explains that Rabbi Meir derives his opinion from the fact that 
the term “formation” is used to describe both the formation of man: 

“Then the Lord God formed man” (Genesis 2:7), and the formation 
of animals and birds: “The Lord God formed every animal [hayya] 
of the field, and every bird of the air” (Genesis 2:19). Furthermore, 
he holds that the term “hayya” is referring to both domesticated and 
undomesticated animals, and concludes that a woman observes these 
periods of purity and impurity if the fetus has the form of any of these 
types of animals. 


HALAKHA 


A woman who miscarries a fetus in the form of a type of 
behema, etc. — 131713773 pn nhan: With regard to a woman 
who miscarries a fetus that looks like a type of behema, hayya, 
or bird, if its face is like that of a person it is considered a child, 
and the woman is impure with the impurity of childbirth. If it 
does not have a human face it is not considered a child, and she 


remains pure. This ruling is in accordance with the opinion of the 
Rabbis. The Rashba states that nowadays no one is an expert 
in these features, and therefore the halakha is to be stringent 
and she is deemed impure in all cases (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, 
Hilkhot Issurei Bia 10:8; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 194:3). 


NOTES 


Just as below it is referring to the defiling of sacrificial 
foods so too here the reference is to the defiling of sac- 
rificial foods - wip menw JK AX WIP maw {oT} mn: 
This derivation is necessary because with regard to the 
sliding-scale offering the verse simply states: “And is guilty, 
it being hidden from him that he is impure” (Leviticus 5:2), 
without specifying the reason for his guilt. The verse is 
certainly not deeming him guilty for merely being in a state 
of ritual impurity, as there is no prohibition against being 
impure (see Ramban on Leviticus 5:2). Rather, it must be 
referring to an impure person who rendered something 
else impure. Since it is prohibited by Torah law to partake 
of teruma while one is impure, the verse could have been 
understood as referring to such a case. Accordingly, the 
derivation is necessary to teach that one is liable for the 
offering only in a case where he partook of an offering 
while impure (see Shevuot 7a). 
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NOTES 


And according to the Rabbis why do | need this verse - 
b may NTP ONT pat: Rashi explains, in accordance with 
the standard version of the text, that at this point the 
Gemara returns to the statement of Rav Nahman bar 
Yitzhak on the previous amud with regard to the opinion 
of Rabbi Yosei HaGelili (Rashi). Other early commentaries 
cite a different version of the Gemara text: This works out 
well according to the opinion of Rabbi Meir, but accord- 
ing to the opinion of the Rabbis, what can be said? This 
version understands the Gemara to be continuing the 
previous discussion with regard to the form of a child, and 
the Gemara is asking whether the principle that a kosher 
behema is included in the category of a kosher hayya is 
relevant only according to the opinion of Rabbi Meir, or 
also according to the opinion of the Rabbis, who disagree 
with Rabbi Meir. The Gemara answers that according to 
the Rabbis the statement that a behema is included in 
the category of a hayya is necessary only with regard to 
a non-kosher behema and a non-kosher hayya, as stated 
by Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi (Tosefot HaRosh; see Tosafot, Rab- 
beinu Gershom Meor HaGola, and Maharsha). 


And the woman remains ritually pure until the offspring 
emerges — thin KLYY MIM AWM: The Gemara in 
72b will discuss the reason for this difference between the 
mother and the midwife. 


Just as an encapsulated impure item does not impart 
impurity, etc. — ^3) AXavA TYY TVDA AXOwY DYI: 
Rabbeinu Gershom Meor HaGola explains that the Gemara 
cites this statement as an explanation for the ruling in 
the mishna with regard to a fetus that died in utero. By 
contrast, Rashi explains that this is an independent state- 
ment derived from the verse cited further in the discus- 
sion. This explanation is consistent with Rashi’s opinion 
(see 72a) that the mishna's ruling is not necessarily based 
on the halakha of encapsulated impurity. Rather, it is an 
expression of a different principle, discussed in the Gemara 
further on, that impurity via contact is imparted from one 
item to another only when the contact is made through an 
exposed surface. Other commentaries disagree with this 
opinion of Rashi and maintain that ultimately, even accord- 
ing to the discussion later in the Gemara, the mishna’s 
ruling is based on the concept of encapsulated impurity 
(see Tosafot on 72a). 

The early commentaries offer various rationales as 
o why an encapsulated impure item does not render 
other items impure. Many of the explanations accept the 
understanding that the principle applies only to impure 
items within a living body, which is the opinion of the 
Rambam (see Kelim 8:5). Rashi here suggests that the item 
is regarded as though it had been digested. On Nidda 42b, 
he adds that it is considered to be nonexistent, and that 
is why it does not impart impurity either through physical 
contact or by being carried. In a similar vein, others explain 
hat the impurity is considered to be part of the body 
(Rabbi Shimshon of Saens on Mikvaot 10:8; Meiri). A differ- 
ent understanding, based on the rulings of the Rambam, 
is that the encapsulating body serves as an interposition 
preventing an item inside it from imparting impurity to, 
or contracting impurity from, an item outside of it. This 
is similar to the halakha of an earthenware vessel that is 
closed by a tightly sealed cover, which prevents a ritually 
pure item inside it from becoming impure, from which 
the halakha of an item inside a person is derived later 
through an a fortiori inference (see Hiddushei Rabbeinu 
Hayyim HaLevi al HaRambam on Rambam Sefer Tahara, 
Hilkhot Tumat Met 22:2; Hiddushei HaGriz on Bekhorot 22a). 
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And the Rabbis say: Any fetus that is not of human form is not 
regarded as an offspring with regard to observance of these periods 
of purity and impurity, and she is permitted to engage in inter- 
course provided she does not experience a discharge of uterine 


blood. 


§ The Gemara returns to explaining the opinion of the Rabbis, 
cited in the mishna, who hold that a dead fetus found inside its 
mother’s womb does not impart impurity, irrespective of whether 
it is of a kosher or anon-kosher animal. Rabbi Yosei HaGelili dis- 
agrees and holds that a dead fetus inside a non-kosher animal 
imparts impurity. He derives this from the verse: “A person who 
touched anything impure, or the carcass of anon-kosher hayya, or 
the carcass of a non-kosher behema, or the carcass of an impure 
creeping animal, and is guilty” (Leviticus 5:2), which is referring 
only to non-kosher animals. The Gemara asks: And according to 
the Rabbis, why do I need this verse?" 


The Gemara answers: The entire verse comes to teach that which 
Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi taught in the baraita cited earlier, that the 
verse obligates one to bring a sliding-scale offering only in cases 
where one partook of consecrated foods or entered the Temple 
while in a state of impurity of which one was unaware. 


MI S HN A With regard to a woman whose fetus died 

in her womb" and the midwife extended 
her hand into the womb and touched the fetus, the midwife is 
thereby rendered impure with the seven-day impurity imparted 


by a corpse, and the woman remains ritually pure until the 
offspring emerges" from the womb. 


G E M ARA Rabba says: Just as a ritually impure item 


that is encapsulated within a body does 
not impart impurity™ to an item that comes in contact with it, so 
too, a ritually pure item that is encapsulated within a body cannot 
be rendered impure if it comes in contact with an impure item. 
For example, if one swallowed a ring that was ritually pure and then 
entered a tent containing a corpse, the ring would not be rendered 
impure. 


The Gemara asks: From where do we derive that an encapsulated 
impure item does not impart impurity? As it is written: “And one 
who eats of its carcass shall wash his clothes, and be impure until 
the evening” (Leviticus 11:40), i.e., he must immerse his body and 
garments in a ritual bath, and he then becomes pure at sunset. Are 
we not dealing even with a case where one ate from the carcass 
close to sunset and then immersed? And yet the Merciful One 
states that he is pure once the sun sets, despite the fact that his 
stomach still contains pieces of the carcass that have not yet been 
digested. If so, it is apparent that an encapsulated impure item does 
not impart impurity. 


A woman whose fetus died in her womb — am naw TONI 
myn Jina: With regard to a woman whose fetus died in her 


HALAKHA 


mishna as explained by Rabbi Hoshaya on 72b (Rambam Sefer 
Tahara, Hilkhot Tumat Met 25:12). 


womb, and a midwife extended her hand into the womb and 


touched the fetus, the midwife is impure for seven days by rab- 
binic decree. This decree was enacted because the Rabbis were 
concerned the midwife might have touched the fetus after it 
had emerged. By contrast, the woman herself remains pure until 
the child actually emerges. This ruling is in accordance with the 


Encapsulated impurity does not impart impurity, etc. — AK 
DIANA APS mya: An impure item encapsulated inside 
a living body “does not impart impurity. Similarly, a pure item 
inside the body of a living being cannot be rendered impure 
(Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Tumat Met 20:1). 
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The Gemara challenges: But perhaps it is different there, as with 
regard to the prohibition against eating a carcass the Torah states: 
“You shall not eat any carcass; you may give it to the gentile resident 
who isin your cities” (Deuteronomy 14:21). The juxtaposition of the 
two parts of the verse teaches that the prohibition is limited to a 
carcass that is fit to be given to a gentile resident, i.e., it is fit for 
human consumption. Accordingly, perhaps the carcass that the per- 
son ate does not impart impurity, as it is no longer fit for a gentile 
resident," i.e., it is now unsuitable for human consumption. 


The Gemara comments that the effectiveness of the proof depends 
on whether a carcass can impart impurity to a person despite its not 
being fit for human consumption: This proof works out well accord- 
ing to the opinion of Rabbi Yohanan, who says: A carcass imparts 
impurity to both this, a person, and that, food, even if it is unfit for 
human consumption, until it is no longer fit for consumption by a 
dog." According to this opinion the proof is understood well, as the 
carcass in the person’s stomach still has the ability to impart impurity 
to him because it is still fit for consumption by a dog. Therefore, it is 
apparent that the only reason it does not impart impurity is that it is 
encapsulated within his body. 


But according to the opinion of bar Padda, who says a carcass has 
the severe form of ritual impurity, which can impart impurity to 
people only while it is still fit to be eaten by a gentile resident and 
it has the light form of ritual impurity" even until the point that it 
is no longer fit for consumption by a dog, this proof is flawed. This 
is because it is possible the carcass in the person’s stomach does 
not render him impure simply because it is no longer fit for human 
consumption. Can one claim that the carcass cannot impart impurity 
because it is no longer fit for a gentile resident? 


Granted that the carcass is not fit to be eaten by someone when it 
was eaten in his presence, as he is aware that it was swallowed and 
considers it disgusting to eat a swallowed item, but it is still some- 
times fit for a person to eat when it was eaten not in his presence 
and he is unaware that it had been previously swallowed. This is 
possible where one consumed a small piece of food and did not chew 
it prior to swallowing. The Gemara concedes this point and therefore 
accepts the proof. 


The Gemara asks: We found a source for the halakha that an 
encapsulated impure item does not impart impurity. From where 
do we derive that a pure item that is encapsulated within another 
body cannot be rendered impure if it comes in contact with an 
impure item? 


NOTES 


HALAKHA 


Until it is no longer fit for consumption by a dog - 
shah ‘ty: With regard to any food that became impure 
and subsequently spoiled, if it is unfit for human con- 
sumption but still fit to be eaten by a dog it retains its 
status of impurity. If it is no longer fit to be eaten by a 
dog it is ritually pure. The halakha with regard to the 
dispute in the Gemara is in accordance with the opinion 
of Rabbi Yohanan (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Tumat 
Okhalin 2:18). 


As it is no longer fit for a gentile resident, etc. — xn xt 
^ ob: The Torah (Leviticus 11:39-40) states the basic principle 
that an animal carcass is considered a primary category of ritual 
impurity, which imparts impurity to people and vessels that 
either come into contact with it or carry it. To render oneself 
pure from this impurity, it is necessary to immerse in a ritual 
bath and then wait until nightfall. 

In addition, the Torah states (see Deuteronomy 14:21) that a 
carcass may be given to a gentile for him to eat. The Gemara 
understands from this that the Torah regards as a carcass only 
that which is fit for human consumption, and consequently 
only such a carcass is deemed a primary category of ritual 
impurity. The precise application of this limitation is subject to 
a dispute between bar Padda and Rabbi Yohanan (see Bekhorot 
23b), referred to by the Gemara here. 

Bar Padda maintains that the limitation that the carcass be 
fit for human consumption pertains only to its imparting the 
level of ritual impurity imparted by a severe primary category 
of ritual impurity. But he concedes that a carcass that is not fit 
for human consumption but is fit to be consumed by a dog also 


imparts ritual impurity. In such a case, the carcass is regarded 
as possessing the lighter, first-degree ritual impurity, which is 
limited in that it can impart impurity only to food items. He 
explains that it is impure with first-degree impurity because 
it should not be viewed as any different from food that was 
rendered impure through contact with a carcass that was fit 
for human consumption. Such food is imbued with first-degree 
ritual impurity and continues to carry that level of impurity until 
the point that it is no longer fit to be consumed by a dog (Rashi). 
Rabbi Yohanan disagrees and maintains that the limitation that 
the carcass be fit for human consumption requires only that 
there be a point in time at which it was fit. If it was never fit it 
would not carry any ritual impurity at all, and if it was fit, then 
even if it subsequently deteriorated, it would continue to be a 
primary category of ritual impurity as long as it is still fit to be 
consumed by a dog. 


Severe ritual impurity and light ritual impurity — xa 
nop Taw TaN: Rashi explains that the severe form of ritual 
impurity the Gemara is referring to is the impurity possessed 


by a carcass fit for human consumption, which is a primary 
category of ritual impurity. Such a carcass has the capacity to 
render even people impure. The less severe form of impurity 
is the impurity possessed by a carcass no longer fit for human 
consumption, which is impure with first-degree impurity and 
can render food but not people impure. Alternatively, Rashi 
on Bekhorot 23b states that the severe form of ritual impurity 
is where the carcass is fit for human consumption and can 
impart impurity either through contact or through carrying, 
while the less severe form of ritual impurity is where it is not fit 
for human consumption and can impart impurity only through 
contact. Both explanations assume that both forms of impurity 
come from the carcass itself and that, according to bar Padda, 
even if a carcass is not fit for human consumption it is still the 
source for the lower level of ritual impurity. Others disagree and 
maintain that even according to bar Padda, once a carcass is no 
longer fit for human consumption it can no longer be a source 
of impurity at all (see Ramban, citing Rabbeinu Hananel). 
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NOTES 

Sealed cover — Yna ‘wax: In general, any person or item 
susceptible to impurity that is under the same roof as a 
corpse is rendered impure by the corpse. One of the verses 
describing this principle states: “And every open vessel, 
which has no sealed cover upon it, is impure” (Numbers 
19:15). The Sages derive from here a significant exception 
to the rule: If an item is contained within a tightly sealed 
earthenware vessel, it is not rendered impure despite ulti- 
mately being under the same roof as the corpse. A mishna 
(Kelim 10:2) clarifies that the cover must be stuck to the 
vessel, or the opening of the vessel must be fully sealed, 
e.g., with tar or wax. 
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The Gemara explains: It is derived through an a fortiori inference: 
If an earthenware vessel that is closed with a tightly sealed cover," 
which does not shield, i.e., prevent, the impure piece of a corpse 
contained within it" from imparting impurity to other items in the 
same tent as it; the Gemara interrupts the explication of the infer- 
ence and clarifies: As the Master said: The impure piece ofa corpse 
that is in a tight space; e.g., it is buried in the ground and there is 
not a handbreadth of hollow space above it, beneath the dirt, breaks 
through the earth above it and ascends" up to the heavens, impart- 
ing impurity in that path. The Gemara resumes the explication of 
the inference: Although the tightly sealed earthenware vessel does 
not shield the impure item, it does shield a pure item contained 
within it from being rendered impure (see Numbers 19:15)." 


HALAKHA 


An earthenware vessel.. 


.does not shield the impure piece 


heavens, and it likewise breaks through and descends to the 


contained within it — tsinaw meni by bya i»yg..Dy bp: 

An earthenware vessel does not shield a piece of a corpse con- 
tained within it from imparting impurity to items in the house 
in which it is situated, even if the vessel is closed with a sealed 

cover (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Tumat Met 20:1). 


The impure piece in a tight space breaks through and 
ascends - mhiy) nypia nys mew: With regard to an item 
that imparts impurity to other items under the same roof, e.g., a 
piece of a corpse, if there is less than a handbreadth of airspace 
under the roof, the impurity does not spread to other items 
under that roof. Rather, it breaks through and ascends to the 


depths, in accordance with the mishna in Oholot 14:6 and else- 
where (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Tumat Met 7:5). 


Does shield a pure item contained within it from being ren- 
dered impure — Kavya jpinaw ayy by yn: An earthenware 
vessel with a tightly sealed cover shields pure items inside it 
from becoming impure. For example, if there was a tightly 
sealed earthenware vessel inside a house, and the house con- 
tained a piece of a corpse, all pure items inside the vessel remain 
pure. By rabbinic decree, this halakha applies only to food and 
drink inside an earthenware vessel, not to another vessel within 
that vessel (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Tumat Met 20:1, 23:1). 
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Then with regard to a person, who does shield the impurity of a 
piece of a corpse contained within him from imparting impurity 
to other items in the same tent, as the Gemara derived above, is it 
not logical that he shields a pure item contained within him from 
being rendered impure? 


The Gemara challenges the inference: What is notable about an 
earthenware vessel? It is notable in that it cannot become impure 
through a source of impurity coming in contact with its exterior. 
Can you say, then, that it is comparable to a person, who can 
become impure through a source of impurity coming in contact 
with his exterior? Since here the halakhot concerning impurity of a 
person are more stringent than those concerning an earthenware 
vessel, one cannot apply to a person a leniency with regard to an 
earthenware vessel. 


The Gemara responds: Is that to say we are speaking of rendering 
an item impure through a source of impurity coming in contact 
with its exterior? We are in fact speaking of where the impurity 
comes in contact with its interior. For such cases, it is reasonable to 
compare the case of a person with an earthenware vessel. 


The Gemara adds: On the contrary, the contraction of impurity by 
an earthenware vessel is more stringent than that of a person, as it 
becomes impure through the presence of a source of impurity in 
its airspace, even if the source does not touch the vessel itself. By 
contrast, a person is rendered impure from a source of impurity in 
his airspace, e.g., in his mouth, only if it actually touches him, and 
the a fortiori inference remains valid. 
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The Gemara asks: We found a source for the halakha that an 
impure item encapsulated in a body that entered it from above, 
i.e, through the mouth, does not impart impurity. From where 
do we derive that an impure item encapsulated in a body that 
entered it from below, i.e., through the rectum, also does not 
impart impurity?’ The Gemara answers: It is derived through an 
a fortiori inference: And if, when the impure item enters from 
above, through the mouth, which is a place that does not digest 
the food, the body nevertheless shields" the impure item from 
imparting impurity, then with regard to a case where the impure 
item enters from below, which is a place that does digest food, 
is it not logical that the body should shield it from imparting 
impurity? 


The Gemara challenges the basis of the inference: Isn’t digestion 
performed below only by means of the chewing and digestive 
functions of the body above? The Gemara explains: Even so, the 
digestion performed below is greater than that performed above. 


The Gemara asks: We found a source for the halakha that an 
impure item encapsulated in the body ofa person does not impart 
impurity; from where do we derive that an impure item encapsu- 
lated in the body of an animal does not impart impurity? The 
Gemara answers: It is derived through an a fortiori inference: If 
the body of a person, who can impart impurity even while he is 
still alive, e.g., if he is a leper or a zav, nevertheless shields the 
impure item encapsulated inside him from imparting impurity, 
then with regard to an animal, which does not impart impurity 
while it is alive, is it not logical that it should shield an impure 
item encapsulated inside it from imparting impurity? 


The Gemara challenges the inference: What is notable about the 
impurity of a person? It is notable in that if he entered a leprous 
house, in order for his garment to be rendered impure he needs to 
remain" in the leprous house for a minimal period of time (see 
Leviticus 14:33-53). Can you say, then, that it is comparable to an 
animal, which does not need to remain in a leprous house for a 
minimal period of time? Rather, any utensils placed upon it are 
rendered impure immediately upon its entry. Since here the halak- 
hot concerning impurity of an animal are more stringent than those 
concerning a person, one cannot necessarily apply to an animal a 
leniency with regard to a person. 


The Gemara responds: When it is stated about an animal that it 
does not need to remain in a leprous house for a minimal period 
of time, with regard to what halakha was that said? A living animal 
itself cannot be impure. Perforce, the statement is referring to 
utensils that are placed upon its back, and they are rendered 
impure immediately upon entry. But in this regard there is no dif- 
ference between animals and people: A person as well does not 
need to remain in the leprous house for a minimal period of time 
in order to render impure any utensils placed on his back. Rather, 
they are rendered impure immediately upon entry. 


This is as we learned in a mishna (Nega’im 13:9): With regard to 

one who enters a leprous house" with his clothes resting on his 

shoulders but who is not wearing them in the normal manner, and 

his sandals and his rings are in his hands, both he and they, the 

clothes, sandals, and rings, are rendered ritually impure immedi- 
ately. If he was dressed in his clothes, and his sandals were on 

his feet and his rings were on his fingers, he is rendered impure 

immediately upon entering the house, but they, the clothes, san- 
dals, and rings, remain pure until he remains in the house for the 

time it takes to eat a half-loaf of bread. This calculation is made 

with wheat bread and not with barley bread, which takes more 

time to eat than wheat bread. In addition, the calculation is made 

with regard to one who is reclining, and eating the bread 

together with a relish usually consumed with bread, which hastens 

the eating. 


NOTES 


From where do we derive that an impure item encap- 
sulated in a body that entered it from below does not 
impart impurity - tan mont yha: Since the halakha of 
an encapsulated impure item is derived from the case of 
one who eats a carcass, perhaps it is limited to cases where 
the impure item entered the body through the mouth 
(Rashi). The proof cited by the Gemara here applies only 
to encapsulated impure items, not to encapsulated pure 
items. It was already derived earlier by an a fortiori infer- 
ence from a tightly sealed earthenware vessel that since a 
person shields an impure item inside him from imparting 
its impurity, he certainly shields a pure item inside him from 
contracting impurity. 


And if the impure item enters from above, which does 
not digest the food, the body shields, etc. - mon ma 
nov oyna bray MBs iyrew: This is likely the source of Rashi's 
opinion that the reason an encapsulated impure item does 
not impart impurity is that it is considered as though it was 
digested inside one’s body. 


It is notable in that he needs to remain - myw Jy jaw: 
If one enters a house afflicted by leprosy, both he and his 
garments are rendered impure. These halakhot are derived 
from the verses: “And he who goes into the house while it 
is shut up shall be impure until the evening, and he who 
lies in the house shall wash his clothes, and he who eats in 
the house shall wash his clothes” (Leviticus 14:46-47). The 
Sages explain that the first clause refers to the impurity 
that is imparted to a person or any item immediately upon 
entering the house. The second clause, which refers to eat- 
ing in the house, teaches that if he remained in the house 
for the period of time necessary to perform a regular act of 
eating, even if he did not eat, the garments he is wearing 
are also rendered impure. The Sages had a tradition that 
this period was the length of time it takes to consume half 
a loaf of bread. 


HALAKHA 

One who enters a leprous house — yaaa mab 23377: One 
who enters a leprous house is thereby rendered impure 
immediately. Nevertheless, the garments he is wearing 
are rendered impure only once he has remained inside the 
house for the duration of time required to eat half a loaf 
of bread. This is the time the average person would take 
to consume three egg-bulks of wheat bread, when eaten 
together with a relish. If his garments or jewelry were not 
being worn but were held in his hand, they are rendered 
impure immediately upon entry (Rambam Sefer Tahara, 
Hilkhot Tumat Tzara‘at 16:6-7). 
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§ Rabba stated above that an encapsulated impure item cannot 
impart impurity and that an item that is ritually pure that is encap- 
sulated within another body cannot be rendered impure. Rava said: 
Why is this statement necessary? We learn both halakhot in a 
mishna: We learn about an encapsulated impure item, and we 
learn about an encapsulated pure item. 


Rava elaborates: With regard to an encapsulated impure item, the 
halakha is as we learned (Mikvaot 10:8): If someone swallowed a 
ring that was impure" due to having been in contact with a corpse, 
he is thereby rendered impure. To render himself pure he immerses 
and then he may partake of his teruma, despite the fact that the 
impure ring is still inside him. The reason this is permitted is that 
since the ring in encapsulated inside the person's body it cannot 
impart impurity. If he vomited out this ring it remains impure, as 
it was not purified by his immersion, and therefore it renders him 
impure upon its exit from his body. 


Likewise, we learn the halakha that an encapsulated pure item 
cannot be rendered impure, as we learn in the same mishna 
(Mikvaot 10:8): If one swallowed a ritually pure ring" and then 
entered a tent containing a corpse, thereby contracting impurity, 
and then in order to render him pure someone sprinkled upon him 
the water that is mixed with the ashes of the red heifer, once on the 
third day and again on the seventh day as required, and then he 
immersed, thereby completing the purification process; and then 
he vomited out the ring, the ring is pure as it always was, i.e., it was 
not rendered impure from the corpse. 


The Gemara answers: The cases in the mishna concern the possibil- 
ity of imparting impurity from the ring to the body within which it 
is contained and vice versa. But when Rabba was speaking he was 

referring to imparting impurity from one item to another where 

both are contained together inside a body, such as where a person 
swallowed two rings," one impure and one pure, and they came 

in direct contact with one another. Rabba taught that even in this 

case the impure ring does not render the pure ring impure. 


HALAKHA 


Swallowed a ring that was impure - ngay nyay yha: If some- 
one swallowed a ritually impure ring and then immersed in a 
ritual bath, he is purified, although the ring remains impure. 
Therefore, if he subsequently vomits up the ring, he is rendered 
impure through his contact with it (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilk- 
hot Mikvaot 2:8). 


Swallowed a ritually pure ring - nymo nya yha: If one swal- 
lowed a ritually pure ring and then entered a tent containing 
a corpse, although the person himself is thereby rendered 


When Rabba was speaking he was referring to imparting 
impurity such as where he swallowed two rings - “vat? 2 
niy nw yoaw fiaa Max: Rashi explains that Rabba wished to 
state unambiguously the principle of encapsulated pure and 
impure items. Nevertheless, the cited mishna is not an absolute 
proof of the concept. That mishna could have been understood 
as an expression of the principle, mentioned in the Gemara 
(72b), that impurity cannot be imparted within a concealed 
area. So too, it is possible that a person can be rendered impure 
only through contact of an impure item with an external part 
of his body and not from within. The Gemara therefore explains 
that Rabba’s statement serves to apply the concept even in 
the case of two rings within a person's body. In that case, the 
contact between the rings is on their external sides, similar to 


NOTES 


impure, the ring remains pure (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot 
Tumat Met 20:2). 


Where he swallowed two rings - niyav *nw yhaw: If one 
swallowed an impure ring and a pure ring, the pure ring is 
not rendered impure through contact with the impure ring 
because the contact occurred inside the body of the person. 
This halakha is in accordance with the opinion of Rabba (Ram- 
bam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Tumat Met 25:12). 


two rings touching one another inside a box, and therefore the 
only justification for the fact that impurity is not imparted from 
one to the other is that they are encapsulated in the body. 

Tosafot and other early commentaries disagree with Rashi’s 
understanding and insist that the mishna is a valid proof of the 
principle of encapsulated pure and impure items. Nevertheless, 
they concede that had the principle been derived only from the 
mishna, one might have limited it and claimed that encapsu- 
lated impurity is unable to impart impurity to items outside of 
the encapsulation but does impart impurity to items within 
the encapsulation. Therefore, Rabba taught that the principle 
is more far-reaching and that an encapsulated impure item 
cannot impart impurity at all. 
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The Gemara objects: But what about the mishna’s case of a dead 
fetus in its mother’s womb, and a midwife who touched it there, 
which is similar to the case of two swallowed rings, and yet the 
mishna rules that the fetus renders the midwife impure. 


Rabba said: A fetus is different from a ring in this regard, since it 
will ultimately leave the womb. Rava said in puzzlement: Is that 
to say that a fetus will ultimately leave the womb, but a ring that 
someone swallowed will not ultimately leave his body? A ring will 
certainly be expelled eventually as well. Rather, Rava said: The 
scholars of Pumbedita® know the reason for this matter, and who 
is the Sage referred to as the scholars of Pumbedita? It is Rav Yosef. 


As Rav Yosef says that Rav Yehuda says that Shmuel says: This 
impurity of the midwife in the mishna’s case is not in effect by 
Torah law; rather, it was decreed by rabbinic law. The Gemara 
asks: What was Shmuel’s intention in emphasizing: It is not in 
effect by Torah law; rather, it was decreed by rabbinic law? It 
should have sufficed for him to say simply the impurity is decreed 
by rabbinic law. The Gemara answers: He said this so that you 
should not say that the ruling of the mishna is only in accordance 
with the opinion of Rabbi Akiva, who says that one who touches 
a dead fetus in a woman’s womb is impure" by Torah law, and that 
is why the midwife was rendered impure. Rather, even according 
to the opinion of Rabbi Yishmael, who says that one who touches 
a dead fetus in a woman’s womb is pure by Torah law, nevertheless, 
the Sages decreed that a midwife who touches it is impure by 
rabbinic law. 


The Gemara asks: What is the reason for this decree? Rav Hoshaya 
said: It is a rabbinic decree lest the fetus extend its head out of 
the concealed opening of its mother’s womb. If it did, it would be 
regarded as having been born, and it would then be ritually impure 
by Torah law. The Sages were concerned that the fetus extended its 
head and then the head returned inside but the midwife did not 
notice. Consequently, when she touched the fetus she mistakenly 
assumed she remained ritually pure. To safeguard against this, the 
Sages decreed that in any case where she touches the dead fetus, 
she is ritually impure. 


The Gemara objects: If so, the Sages should also decree that the 
woman herself, who is carrying the fetus, is impure, since she 
also might not notice that the fetus’s head emerged. The Gemara 
explains: A woman accurately senses with regard to her own body 
whether the head of the fetus had emerged. The Gemara asks: But 
then she would have said this to the midwife. Why is there a need 
for a decree? The Gemara answers: Since the mother is distracted 
by the pain of childbirth, she does not have the presence of mind 
to warn the midwife. 


The Gemara cited a dispute as to whether one who touches a dead 
fetus in a woman's womb is ritually impure. It now elucidates that 
dispute: What is the opinion of Rabbi Yishmael, and what is the 
opinion of Rabbi Akiva? As it is taught in a baraita with regard to 
the verse: “And whoever in the open field touches one who is slain 
by the sword, or one who dies on his own, or a bone of a man, ora 
grave, shall be impure seven days” (Numbers 19:16). The phrase “in 
the open field” indicates that one is rendered impure only in a case 
where he touches an exposed corpse. This serves to exclude one 
who touches a dead fetus in awoman’s womb from being rendered 
impure; this is the statement of Rabbi Yishmael. Rabbi Akiva 
says: This phrase serves to include the grave cover’ and the grave 
walls, upon which the cover rests, as sources of impurity that render 
impure anyone who touches them. 


BACKGROUND 

Pumbedita - xn-taiis: Pumbedita was a major 
city on the Euphrates River, northwest of Neharde’a. 
It was an important center of the Babylonian Jewish 
community for many generations. As early as the 
Second Temple period Pumbedita was referred to 
simply as: the Diaspora, since it was considered the 
center of Babylonian Jewry. After the destruction of 
Neharde’a some scholars from its yeshiva relocated 
to Pumbedita, and from then on Torah study contin- 
ued there without interruption until the end of the 
geonic period. 

The scholars of Pumbedita during the talmudic 
period were particularly renowned for their acumen. 
The most famous heads of the yeshiva in Pumbedita 
were its founder, Rav Yehuda, as well as Rabba, Rav 
Yosef, Abaye, Rav Nahman bar Yitzhak, Rav Zevid, and 
Rafram bar Pappa. The yeshiva in Pumbedita was 
prominent in the geonic period as well, often over- 
shadowing the yeshiva in Sura. The last heads of the 
yeshiva in Pumbedita were the renowned geonim 
Rav Sherira Gaon and his son Rav Hai Gaon. 


Grave cover [gole/] - bis: A golel was a large stone 
that was rolled onto a grave or a burial cave to seal its 
entrance. Important burial caves were covered with 
large, wheel-shaped stones that could be rolled back 
to allow entrance to the cave. 


Stone used to seal a burial cave 


HALAKHA 
A dead fetus in a woman's womb is impure — 33y 
sab TWX ida: A dead fetus in a woman's womb is 
impure despite the fact that it has not yet left the 
womb, in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Akiva 
(Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Tumat Met 25:8). 
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NOTES 


The grave cover [golel] and the grave walls [dofek] - 
pain ix: Rashi explains that when the Gemara refers 

o a grave, the reference is specifically to an interred 

coffin. Accordingly, these words refer to the sides and 

cover that make up the coffin. The Rambam explains 

hat the walls are called dofekim because they press 

dohakim] upon the dead, and the cover is called a golel 

as it often consisted of a stone that would be rolled 

megalgel] on top of the grave (Rambam’s Commentary 

on the Mishna, Oholot 2:4). Both commentaries assume 

hese items are parts of the grave of a corpse buried in 

he ground. Other commentaries question this inter- 
pretation, as the Gemara here discusses a body found in 

an open field, not buried in the ground. They therefore 

explain that the grave cover is the gravestone placed 

over a grave, whereas the wall refers to the stones upon 

which the headstone rests (Josafot on Ketubot 4b, citing 

Rabbeinu Tam). 


You must say this is referring to a quarter-log of 


needed by an individual to remain alive. Therefore, even 
a quarter-log of blood imparts impurity of a corpse. An 
alternative explanation appears in the Tosefta (Oholot 
3:2), where Abba Shaul states that every fetus contains 
a quarter-log of blood at the beginning of its formation 
(Rabbi Shimshon of Saens on Oholot 2:2). 


The flesh is ritually pure — vite Wa: The foreleg itself 
is ritually impure. Since the slaughter of the mother is not 
effective with regard to foreleg, therefore, even before 
he mother's slaughter, the limb is considered either a 
imb from a living animal or an animal carcass, with the 
associated impurity. Nevertheless, the remainder of the 
etus inside the mother is not rendered impure through 
its contact with that limb. This is because an animal can- 
not become impure while alive. The commentaries add 
hat even if the fetus was dead it would not be rendered 
impure because the fetus is considered a part of the 
mother animal, and so as long as the mother is alive 
he fetus as well is regarded as being alive in this regard. 
Once the mother is slaughtered, both the mother and 
he fetus are thereby regarded as food, which can be 
rendered impure though their contact with the limb. 


The flesh of both are ritually impure due to having 
been in contact with a carcass — mba yan Wait: Rashi 
offers two interpretations of this statement: According 
to the first interpretation, the foreleg is not considered 
like an animal carcass; rather, it is considered like a limb 
severed from a living animal, which imparts a severe 
form of impurity either through contact or by being 
carried, just like an animal carcass (see 128b). 

According to the second interpretation, the foreleg 
is actually regarded as an animal carcass, as the case 
concerns a situation where the fetus was subsequently 
found dead in its mother's womb. Although the rest 
of the fetus is permitted through the slaughter of the 
mother, that is only because it remained inside the 
mother's body, in which case the slaughter of the mothe! 
also renders the fetus permitted. By contrast, since the 
foreleg of the dead fetus had left the mother it is neve 
permitted, and remains prohibited and impure just li 
any dead animal. The later commentaries note that these 
interpretations are linked to an amoraic dispute on 74a 
concerning how to interpret the mishna (Rabbi Akiva 
Eiger; Rabbi Betzalel Ronsburg). 

Tosafot note that Rabbi Meir must hold in accordance 
with the opinion on 73a that the slaughter of an animal 
renders such a limb as though it had already fallen off 
immediately prior to the slaughter. That is why Rabbi 
Meir holds that the limb is regarded as a limb severed 
from a living animal or as a carcass because it was not 
considered to be connected at the moment of the 
slaughter. It follows that according to Rabbi Meir, before 
the slaughter, when the limb is certainly still considered 
attached, the limb is not impure. 
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The Gemara asks: And from where does Rabbi Yishmael derive 
that the grave cover and the grave walls render one who touches 
them impure? He learned this halakha through tradition, not 
from a verse. The Gemara asks: And as for Rabbi Akiva, from 
where does he derive that a dead fetus in a woman’s womb is 
impure by Torah law? Rabbi Oshaya said he derives it from the 
verse that states: “Whoever touches of a corpse, of the life of a 
person that died, he will be impure” (Numbers 19:13). The term “of 
the life” can also be interpreted as: Inside the life. What is the case 
of a corpse that is inside the life of a person? You must say that 
this is a dead fetus inside a woman’s womb. 


The Gemara comments: And Rabbi Yishmael requires that verse 

to teach about a quarter-log of blood that comes from a corpse, 
meaning that even it imparts impurity like a corpse, as it is stated: 

“Whoever touches of a corpse, of the life of a person that died” 
(Numbers 19:13). What is the case ofa life of a person that imparts 

impurity? You must say this is referring to a quarter-log of blood," 

as blood is regarded as the life force of a person, as the verse states: 

“For the blood is the life” (Deuteronomy 12:23), and a person 

requires a minimum of a quarter-log of blood to survive. 


The Gemara comments: And Rabbi Akiva does not accept this 
derivation. He conforms to his line of reasoning, as he says even 
a quarter-log of blood that comes from two corpses" imparts 
ritual impurity in a tent to people and other items that are under 
the same roof. As it is taught in a baraita: From where is it derived 
that a quarter-log of blood that came out of two separate corpses 
also imparts ritual impurity in a tent? 


It is derived from a verse, as it is stated with regard to the prohibi- 
tion against priests coming in contact with a dead body: “He shall 

not come upon any people that are a corpse [nafshot met]” 
(Leviticus 21:11). The use of the plural form “people [nafshot]” indi- 
cates that the blood imparts impurity even if it comes from two 

people, as blood is referred to as “nefesh” (see Deuteronomy 12:23), 
and the use of the singular form “corpse [met]” indicates that this 

blood combines to complete one measure, i.e., the minimum 

amount of a quarter-log required to impart impurity. 


MI S HN A If an animal was encountering difficulty 


giving birth" and as a result the fetus 
extended its foreleg outside the mother’s womb, and someone 
severed it and afterward slaughtered the mother animal, the flesh 
of the fetus is ritually pure." If one first slaughtered the mother 
animal and afterward severed the foreleg, the flesh of both the 
mother animal and the fetus are ritually impure due to having been 
in contact with a carcass." Since the foreleg was not permitted to 
be consumed through the act of slaughtering, it is regarded as a 
carcass with the associated ritual impurity. The rest of the flesh, 
which was permitted to be consumed by the slaughter, was in con- 
tact with it and so was rendered ritually impure from it; this is the 
statement of Rabbi Meir. 


The grave cover and the grave walls — pain Dis: If one places 
vessels, stones, or anything similar on the sides of a corpse and 
covers the corpse on top with a similar item, both the sides and 
the cover impart impurity imparted by contact, as well as impurity 
imparted in a tent, but they do not impart impurity by being 
carried. The impurity imparted by these items is due to a rabbinic 
decree and the verse cited by Rabbi Akiva is mere support for this 
halakha, not the actual source (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot 
Tumat Met 2:15 and Kesef Mishne there, and see Ra’avad there). 


A quarter-log of blood that comes from two corpses — 337 
oon °21) KIT D7: A quarter-log of blood that comes from com- 
bining the blood from two corpses is ritually pure, as the quarter- 
log must come from a single corpse for it to impart impurity. 
The halakha is not in accordance with the ruling of Rabbi Akiva, 


HALAKHA 


whose opinion is disputed by the Rabbis in the mishna in Oholot 
2:6 (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Tumat Met 4:1). 


If an animal was encountering difficulty giving birth, etc. - 
^D) ab mMwprn maga: If an animal encounters difficulty giving 
birth and the fetus extends its foreleg, and the owner severs it and 
then slaughters the mother, the limb that was cut is considered 
an animal carcass, while the rest of the fetus is ritually pure. If one 
slaughtered the mother and then severed the limb, the foreleg is 
regarded as a tereifa that was slaughtered, and the flesh of both 
the mother animal and the fetus are ritually impure due to having 
been in contact with a tereifa. They therefore impart impurity to 
sacrificial food but not to teruma. The halakha is in accordance 
with the opinion of the Rabbis (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot 
Shear Avot HaTumot 2:9). 
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And the Rabbis say: The flesh has the ritual impurity of having 
been in contact with a tereifa that was slaughtered," as the limb is 
regarded as a tereifa that was slaughtered. By Torah law, although it 
is prohibited to consume it, it does not impart ritual impurity. Nev- 
ertheless, the Sages decreed that a tereifa that was slaughtered, as 
well as anything that comes in contact with it, is regarded as ritually 
impure to the extent that it disqualifies sacrificial foods that come 
in contact with it. 


NOTES 


Ritual impurity of having been in contact with a tereifa that 
was slaughtered - mme maw yar: According to the Rabbis the 
extended foreleg is not considered to be detached from the rest 
of the fetus, and so it does not have the status of a limb from a 
living animal. Nevertheless, it is prohibited for consumption, as it 
is flesh that left its boundary, in accordance with the derivation of 
the verse on 68a: “And flesh, in the field, a tereifa, you shall not eat” 


(Exodus 22:30). Even though the slaughter of its mother does not 
serve to negate that prohibition, it is effective in rendering it pure 
from the impurity of an animal carcass, in the same way that the 
slaughter of a tereifa renders it pure from the impurity of a carcass 
despite the fact that it is prohibited to consume it. Therefore, the 
foreleg is actually pure by Torah law, and the impurity referred to 
here is by rabbinic law. 
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The Rabbis explain the rationale behind their opinion: Just as we 
found in the case of a fereifa that its slaughter renders it ritually 
pure" according to Torah law, i.e., ritual slaughter prevents it from 
having the ritual impurity of a carcass despite not rendering the 
animal permitted for consumption, so too, the slaughter of the 
mother animal should render the limb of its fetus that left the 
womb ritually pure, despite the fact that its consumption is 
prohibited. 


Rabbi Meir said to them: No, if the slaughter of a tereifa renders 
the body of the animal ritually pure, it is because the slaughter is 
performed on something that is part of its body, i.e., its throat. 
Does it necessarily follow that you should also render the limb that 
left the womb pure, given that it is something that is not part of 
the mother’s body? Certainly not. 


The mishna asks: From where is it derived with regard to a tereifa 
that its slaughter renders it ritually pure, i.e., prevents it from 
having the ritual impurity of a carcass? The mishna notes there is a 
reason to say the slaughter should not render it pure, as one can 
compare a tereifa with a non-kosher animal: A non-kosher animal 
is prohibited for consumption; so too, a tereifa is prohibited for 
consumption. Therefore, conclude: Just as with regard to a non- 
kosher animal," its slaughter does not render it ritually pure," so 
too with regard to a tereifa, its slaughter should not render it 
ritually pure. 


The mishna questions the comparison: No, if you said that slaugh- 
tering cannot prevent an animal from having the ritual impurity of 
a carcass in the case of a non-kosher animal, which is distinct in 
that it did not have a period of potential fitness when slaughtering 
it could have rendered its consumption permitted, does it necessar- 
ily follow that you should also say this in the case of a tereifa, which 
did have a period of potential fitness? Perhaps, since the animal 
had a period of potential fitness its slaughter remains effective in 
preventing it from having the ritual impurity of a carcass. 


The mishna rejects this distinction: Take back to yourself this claim 
that you brought, as it is insufficient. What about a case where an 
animal was born as a tereifa from the womb, and so it never had a 
period of potential fitness? For sucha case, from where is it derived 
that its slaughter renders it ritually pure? 
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HALAKHA 


In the case of a tereifa that its slaughter renders 
it ritually pure - AME ANWO TWA: If a 
tereifa was ritually slaughtered in the proper man- 
ner it is ritually pure, even though it is prohibited for 
consumption (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Shear 
Avot Halumot 2:6). 


Anon-kosher animal - ngay mana: The slaughter 
of a non-kosher domesticated or undomesticated 
animal does not render it pure from the impurity 
of an animal carcass (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot 
She'ar Avot HaTumot 1:3). 


NOTES 


Just as with regard to a non-kosher animal 
its slaughter does not render it ritually pure — 
AMAA AN MW px TNIV MTA ma: A baraita in 
Torat Kohanim derives this halakha from the verse 
in Leviticus (11:26): “Every animal which parts the 
hoof, but is not cloven-footed, nor chews the cud, 
is impure for you; everyone who touches them shall 
be impure,’ where the latter phrase is superfluous 
(Rashi; see Maharsha). 
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HALAKHA 


An eight-month-old fetus born alive — 1 naw ja: The 
slaughter of an eight-month-old animal that was born alive 
does not render it pure from the impurity of a carcass. This 
is because there are no animals of that kind that are permit- 
ted through slaughtering. Some authorities rule that the 
halakha is in accordance with the opinion of the tanna‘im 
on Shabbat 136a, who rule that its slaughter does render it 
pure from this impurity (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Shear 
Avot HaTumot 2:6 and Kesef Mishne there). 


Impurity imparted within a concealed area - ma naw 
pene: One who touches an impure item located in a place 
that cannot be seen is not rendered impure. The reason is 
that impurity within a concealed area cannot be imparted 
elsewhere (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Tumat Met 1:3). 


A garment three by three handbreadths that was split — 
pon mw by nyw: Ifa garment of three by three hand- 
breadths was rendered impure by the treading of a zav and 
was subsequently split into smaller pieces it is not impure 
with the impurity of treading, as stated by Rabbi Yosei. But 
if one tore from it a piece of three by three fingerbreadths, 
and the rest of the garment is at least three by three hand- 
breadths, although the torn piece is not impure with the 
impurity of treading, it is impure due to its initial contact 
with the rest of the garment that remained impure with the 
impurity of treading. This halakha is in accordance with the 
statement of Ulla (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Kelim 23:9). 


NOTES 


In the case of a garment that was three by three hand- 
breadths that was split, each part is ritually pure with 
regard to impurity imparted by treading - awh by awh 
DIVAN ya vine ponaw: When a zav lies, sits, or rides on items 
designated for such purposes, he renders them primary 
sources of ritual impurity. Anyone who comes in contact 
with them or moves them is thereby rendered impure with 
first-degree ritual impurity. In addition to a zav: A zava, a 
menstruating woman, a woman after childbirth, and, to a 
certain degree, a leper, all impart impurity in this manner. 
This impurity is referred to by the term treading. 

The minimum measures for susceptibility to ritual impu- 
rity of different items and materials are determined by their 
quality. Generally speaking, the more significant the item, 
the smaller will be the minimum size determining when it 
becomes susceptible to ritual impurity. A coarser or more 
irregular garment will have a larger measure. The minimum 
measure at which an item becomes impure is also deter- 
mined by the type of impurity in question. A cloth of three 
by three fingerbreadths becomes ritually impure with the 
impurity imparted by a corpse, as a cloth of this size can be 
used by the poor (see Rashi; Shabbat 26b). Conversely, the 
measure for impurity imparted to an item by a zav lying 
upon it is three by three handbreadths. If a cloth of this 
kind became impure by a zav sitting upon it and was sub- 
sequently divided, its pieces are no longer impure, as is the 
halakha with regard to any previously impure vessel which 
was then broken into pieces. 
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The mishna reformulates the distinction: No, if you say that slaugh- 
tering cannot prevent a prohibited animal from having the ritual 
impurity of a carcass with regard to a non-kosher animal, which 
is distinct in that there are no animals of its kind that are permitted 
through slaughtering, as the Torah states the concept of slaughter- 
ing only with regard to kosher animals, does it necessarily follow 
that you should also say this with regard to a tereifa kosher animal, 
given that there are other animals of its kind that are permitted 
through slaughtering, i.e., kosher animals that are not tereifa? Per- 
haps, since the concept of slaughtering is relevant to that kind of 
animal it can serve to prevent the animal from having the ritual 
impurity ofa carcass even if the slaughter cannot render it permitted 
for consumption. 


The mishna notes: Based on this reasoning, one must conclude 
that with regard to an eight-month-old fetus that was born alive," 
slaughter does not render it ritually pure, as there are no animals 
of its kind that are permitted through slaughtering. The Torah 
applies the concept of slaughter only with regard to animals that 
were born full term. 


The mishna states that according to Rabbi 
GEMARA . 


Meir, if a foreleg of a fetus emerges from the 
womb and is severed after the slaughter of the mother, it is regarded 
as a carcass with the associated ritual impurity. Furthermore, the 
rest of the fetus from which it was cut is thereby rendered ritually 
impure through its contact with the foreleg. The Gemara asks: Why 
should the rest of the fetus be impure? This is a case of impurity 
imparted within a concealed area," as the point of contact between 
the foreleg and the fetus existed when they were still naturally con- 
nected to each other. And the halakha is that an impure item within 
a concealed area does not impart impurity. If the two items were 
in contact in a concealed area and not on an external surface, impu- 
rity cannot be imparted from one item to the other. Shall we say 
that Rabbi Meir conforms to his standard line of reasoning in this 
regard, as he holds that an impure item within a concealed area does 
impart impurity? 


This is as we learned in a mishna (Kelim 27:10) concerning ritual 
impurity imparted by treading: If a person who is ritually impure 
due to having experienced a bodily emission, such as a man who 
experiences a gonorrhea-like discharge [zav], sits or leans upon an 
item that was designated for that purpose, the item is rendered ritu- 
ally impure due to ritual impurity imparted by treading. The item 
will then impart impurity to people or utensils that come in contact 
with it. In the case of a garment that is impure with ritual impurity 
imparted by treading that was three by three handbreadths in size, 
i.e, the minimum size to impart such impurity, that was split" into 
smaller pieces, each part is ritually pure with regard to ritual impu- 
rity imparted by treading" and will no longer impart impurity to 
people and utensils that come in contact with it. 


The mishna continues: But each piece will still have the ritual impu- 
rity of having been in contact with an item that imparts ritual 
impurity imparted by treading. Before the garment was split, when 
it still imparted ritual impurity imparted by treading, each piece of 
the garment was in contact with another part of it. Through that 
connection, each piece was rendered ritually impure with the impu- 
rity of having been in contact with ritual impurity imparted by 
treading. When the garment was subsequently split, although the 
pieces were no longer able to impart ritual impurity imparted by 
treading, they retained the ritual impurity they acquired through 
their contact with the other pieces before the garment was split. This 
is the statement of Rabbi Meir. In this case, the contact between 
the pieces occurred within a concealed area, as the connection 
between parts of the same item has the status ofa connection within 
a concealed area. Evidently, Rabbi Meir holds that impurity can be 
imparted within a concealed area. 
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And it is taught in that mishna that Rabbi Yosei says, disagreeing with 
Rabbi Meir: But what source of impurity imparted by treading did 
these pieces touch? Rabbi Yosei disregards the contact between the 
pieces that occurred before the garment was split, as that contact has the 
status of a connection within a concealed area. Rather, the only way 
the pieces could still be ritually impure is if a zav had touched the 
garment directly, e.g., when he sat on the garment he also touched it 
with his skin. In that case the garment would have also been rendered 
ritually impure due to contact with a zav, and that impurity would 
remain even after the garment was split. It would appear, then, that the 
opinion of Rabbi Meir in the mishna here can be reconciled only with 
the opinion of Rabbi Meir in the mishna in Kelim, but not with the 
opinion of Rabbi Yosei. 


The Gemara responds: Wasn’t it stated with regard to that mishna in 
Kelim that Ulla said: They taught that Rabbi Yosei disagrees with Rabbi 
Meir only in the case of a garment of three by three handbreadths that 
was split into smaller pieces, as once it is split, there is no piece large 
enough to impart to the other pieces impurity imparted through treading. 


But with regard to pieces of three by three fingerbreadths that come, i.e., 
are cut, from a large garment, everyone agrees that at the time of their 
separation from their original garment, before they are fully detached 
from it, they are rendered impure through their contact with the origi- 
nal garment, despite the fact that the contact occurs within a concealed 
area. In this case of the mishna here also, one can say that at the time of 
separation of the flesh of the fetus from the limb, i.e., the foreleg, it is 
rendered impure through its contact with the limb. According to Ulla, 
then, the mishna can be reconciled also with the opinion of Rabbi Yosei. 


Ravina said there is a different explanation of how the mishna can be 
reconciled with the opinion of Rabbi Yosei: A garment does not stand, 
i.e., is not intended, to be cut. On the contrary, it is better for it to remain 
whole. Therefore, the connections between its pieces are regarded as 
being within a concealed area that cannot impart impurity. By contrast, 
with regard to a fetus that extends its foreleg, the foreleg does stand to 
be cut, as it is prohibited for consumption while the rest of the fetus is 
permitted, and the halakhic principle is that any item that stands to 
be cut 


is regarded as though it were cut. Therefore, it is regarded as though the 
foreleg had already been severed from the body of the fetus, and the 
point of contact between them is not considered to be a concealed area. 
Rather, it is regarded as if the foreleg and fetus were two separate items 
that came into contact with each other. Consequently, the former can 
impart impurity to the latter. 


The Gemara asks: In accordance with whose opinion is this halakhic 
principle that Ravina cites? It is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi 
Meir, as we learned in a mishna (Mikvaot 10:5): When a vessel is 
immersed in a ritual bath, it is purified only if all parts of the vessel are 
submerged at the same time. But with regard to any handles of vessels" 
that are too long and therefore will ultimately be cut off, one must 
immerse them only until the point of their eventual size. Even though 
the part of the handle that will be cut off is not submerged, the vessel is 
nevertheless purified; this is the statement of Rabbi Meir. Evidently, 
Rabbi Meir holds that even though the handle is still physically attached, 
since that part of the handle stands to be cut off, it is already regarded as 
though it were cut off. Consequently, immersing the handle up until that 
point is regarded as immersing the entire vessel. 


ublisher 


HALAKHA 

Handles of vessels — oan nit: With regard 
to handles of vessels that are too long and will 
ultimately be cut off, one is required to immerse 
them only until the point of their ultimate size. 
This halakha is in accordance with the opinion 
of Rabbi Meir (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot 
Mikvaot 3:25; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De'a 202:9). 
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HALAKHA 


Connections between two pieces of food - an 
popi: The Ra‘avad rules explicitly in accordance with 
the opinion of Ravina. With regard to the opinion of the 
Rambam, some claim that since he rules in accordance 
with the opinion of Ulla earlier with regard to a garment 
that was divided, it is evident that he does not rule in 
accordance with the opinion of Ravina. Others suggest 
that the Rambam differentiates between food and 
garments, and with regard to food he accepts Ravina's 
opinion (see Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei HaMuk- 
dashin 115, and Ra’avad, Mahari Kurkus, Kesef Mishne, and 
Lehem Mishne there). 


A tereifa that one slaughtered imparts impurity to 
sacrificial animals — pwapyaa ANAVA ADNwY TDW: 
A tereifa that was slaughtered is pure by Torah law. It 
imparts impurity by rabbinic law, but only to sacrificial 
foods, and not to teruma or non-sacred foods, in accor- 
dance with the opinion of Shmuel’s father (Rambam Sefer 
Tahara, Hilkhot She‘ar Avot HaTumot 2:8-9). 


NOTES 


Since the mishna needed to teach in the first clause, 
etc. = 13) KW] KIT IN: This first clause concerns 
the case in which the foreleg was severed before the 
slaughter of the mother. As long as the mother is alive, 
it and the fetus inside it are not susceptible to ritual 
impurity. Accordingly, if the foreleg is severed before 
the slaughter, that limb is unable to impart impurity to 
the fetus. If the foreleg would still be attached at the time 
of the slaughter, at that point it would be able to impart 
impurity to the fetus. 


A tereifa that one slaughtered imparts impurity to 
sacrificial animals — popa ANAVA ADNwY TDW: 
The Rambam maintains that a tereifa imparts impurity 
only to sacrificial foods, but not to teruma, and certainly 
not to non-sacred food (Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Shear Avot 
HaTumot 2:8). If so, this is an example of the higher 
standards the Sages applied to sacrifices and sacrificial 
food. Rashi explains (123b) that the Gemara’s statement 
concerns the imparting of impurity in the case of an 
animal consecrated as an offering which was discovered 
to be a tereifa. It would appear, then, that in contrast to 
the Rambam, Rashi holds that a non-sacred tereifa does 
not impart impurity even to sacrificial foods (see also 
Ba'al HaMaor on 74b). 
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And the Rabbis say that the vessel is not purified until he 
immerses all of it, including the handle. Apparently, the Rabbis 
do nothold that an item that stands to be cutis regarded as though 
it was already cut, and Ravina’s explanation is in accordance only 
with the opinion of Rabbi Meir. 


The Gemara responds: You may even say that Ravina’s explanation 
is in accordance with the opinion of the Rabbis. The disagreement 
between the Rabbis and Rabbi Meir concerns utensils, but even 
the Rabbis agree that the connections between two pieces of 
food" are disregarded, and the item is considered as though it is 
already separated into two pieces that are touching one another, 
and so ritual impurity can be imparted from one piece to another. 
Similarly, the fetus and the foreleg are considered like food in this 
regard. Therefore, it is considered as if they have already been sepa- 
rated and are touching, allowing the foreleg to impart impurity to 
the fetus. 


The Gemara asks: Granted, according to the explanation of Ulla 
that the fetus was rendered impure at the time of separation of the 
flesh of the fetus from the limb, this explanation is consistent with 
that which the mishna teaches, that the foreleg was severed from 
the body of the fetus. But according to the explanation of Ravina, 
the connection between the foreleg and fetus is like that of food, 
and even if the foreleg was never severed from the fetus it would 
still impart impurity to the fetus. What, then, is the reason the 
mishna states it was severed? The Gemara answers: Since the 
mishna needed to teach in the first clause" that the foreleg was 
severed, it also taught in the latter clause that it was severed, for 
stylistic consistency, even though the halakha would apply even 
were it not severed. 


§ The mishna states: And the Rabbis say: The flesh of a fetus that 
extended its foreleg outside the mother’s womb and whose mother 
was subsequently slaughtered has ritual impurity due to having 
been in contact with a tereifa that was slaughtered. The Gemara 
asks: Does a slaughtered tereifa impart impurity? The Gemara 
answers: Yes, and this is in accordance with the statement of 
Shmuel’s father, as Shmuel’s father says: The Sages decreed that 
a tereifa that one slaughtered imparts impurity to sacrificial 
animals," i.e., it will disqualify them if it comes in contact with 
them. 


§ The mishna cites the Rabbis’ rationale for their opinion: Just as 
we found in the case of a tereifa that its slaughter renders it ritu- 
ally pure according to Torah law, i.e., it prevents it from having the 
ritual impurity of a carcass, despite not rendering the animal per- 
mitted for consumption, so too, the slaughter of the mother ani- 
mal should render the limb of its fetus that left the womb ritually 
pure, despite the fact that it is prohibited for consumption. 


The mishna itself proceeds to cite Rabbi’s Meir’s response to this 
claim. The Gemara here cites a different version of his response 
based on that which is taught in a baraita: Rabbi Meir said to the 
Rabbis: But what renders this limb pure from the impurity of a 
carcass? You might say it is the slaughter of its mother, but if so, 
the act of slaughter should also permit it even for consumption. 


The Rabbis said to him: The slaughter of an animal has a greater 

effect in shielding that which is not part of its body from having 

the ritual impurity of a carcass than that which is part of its body, 
as is apparent from that which we learned in the mishna (68a): If, 
prior to slaughtering an animal, one severs pieces from a fetus that 

is in its womb, leaving those pieces in the womb, their consump- 
tion is permitted by virtue of the slaughter of the mother animal. 
By contrast, if one severs pieces of the spleen or of the kidneys of 
an animal and then slaughtered it, then even if those pieces were 

left inside the animal, their consumption is prohibited. 


This file may not be reproduced or distributed in any form without express permission from the publisher 


ap AZ N NIT WS AND ON 
a7 779 TON ANP DM TEN EN 
- mann mt sas) Hane DNEVNA 
Wax mya PAN ja OX jax nonw 
“pa AREA ANE MwY men nay A 

APIKA ANY APS) 71733 


TIW NPY TIPY ox Xd yo sox 
Mie VIVA AD MOT! TT - ADIN 
nay: b TON PADI YW I1- TAT 
Iw ABAD INP AD VKV j Dy nbyn 
apa - PYRY TayT Pa NIN aw 
IDK - nvosa mm binon m bows 

atyowa 


3) PND 937 17) WX 2A AD KAA 
A nay 2mbay pn m anh Happ on 
DAN PSN WPAN J3 ON fox NNW 
PO ANTE AIOT PAN TIW: 

APIKA ADYT APS) 71733 


ADIK TIW NONY TIPY DY 17D WY 
DAD 197- 7a baan TANT NN) 
Pa VNPT NN TEA 


aa ixw by nbsa nay tb nny 
aaya a JOIN ayw raw Da NP 
m binon m. mbvowa mn - Pynaw 

Tba IDK - "nibs 


npibnas Wp 12 iyaw 31 1N 
Ppr npn yp - aya 


sayt axa - pina vax pn an 
Tome bon ‘D7 - MOTI aKa bax 
bay my 


The Gemara clarifies the response of the Rabbis: What are the Rabbis 

saying? Rava said, and some say it unattributed [kedi]" to any par- 
ticular Sage, that the baraita is incomplete, and this is what it is teach- 
ing: Rabbi Meir said to the Rabbis: But what renders this limb pure 

from the impurity of a carcass? You might say it is the slaughter of its 

mother, but if so, it should also permit it even for consumption. In 

response the Rabbis said to him: Let the halakha ofa tereifa prove the 

point, as its slaughter renders it pure from the impurity of a carcass 

but it does not permit it for consumption. Similarly, the slaughter of 
the mother animal should render pure even the foreleg ofits fetus, even 

if it does not permit it for consumption. 


Rabbi Meir said to them: No, even ifthe slaughter of a tereifa renders 
the animal itself pure from having the impurity ofa carcass, that is true 
with regard to something that is part of its own body. Does it neces- 
sarily follow that it should also render pure the limb of its fetus, which 
is something that is not part of its own body? The Rabbis said to him: 
The slaughter of an animal has a greater effect in shielding that which 
is not part of its body from having the impurity of a carcass than that 
which is part of its body, as is apparent from that which we learned 
in the mishna at the beginning of the chapter: If one severs pieces from 
a fetus that is in an animal's womb and then slaughters the mother 
animal, their consumption is permitted. By contrast, if one severs 
pieces of the spleen or of the kidneys of an animal and then slaughters 
it, their consumption is prohibited. 


The Gemara notes that this clarification of Rava is also taught explicitly 

in a baraita: Rabbi Meir said to the Rabbis: But what renders this 

limb pure from the impurity of a carcass? The Rabbis said to him: It 

is the slaughter of its mother. Rabbi Meir responded: But if so, it 

should also permit it even for consumption. In response the Rabbis 

said to him: Let the halakha of a tereifa prove the point, as its slaugh- 
ter renders it pure from the impurity of a carcass but it does not 
permit it for consumption. Similarly, the slaughter of the mother 
animal should render pure even the foreleg of its fetus, even if it does 

not permit it for consumption. 


Rabbi Meir said to them: Even if the slaughter of a tereifa renders the 
animal itself pure, and likewise the slaughter of any animal renders the 
limb that was partially cut from it but still hangs" from it pure from 
imparting the impurity of a carcass despite being prohibited for con- 
sumption, that is the halakha with regard to something that is part of 
its own body. Does it necessarily follow that it should also render 
pure the limb of its fetus, which is something that is not part of its 
own body? 


The Rabbis said to him: The slaughter of an animal has a greater effect 
in shielding that which is not part of its body from imparting the 
ritual impurity of a carcass than that which is part of its body, as is 
apparent from that which we have learned in the mishna above: Ifone 
severed pieces from a fetus that was in an animal’s womb and then 
slaughtered the mother animal, their consumption is permitted. But 
if one severed pieces of the spleen or of the kidneys of an animal and 
then slaughtered it, their consumption is prohibited. 


§ Rabbi Shimon ben Lakish said: Just as there is a dispute between 
Rabbi Meir and the Rabbis with regard to fetuses, concerning whether 
the slaughter of the mother prevents a limb that emerged from the 
womb from having the impurity ofa carcass, so too, they have a parallel 
dispute with regard to limbs of an animal that were partially cut from 
it but still hanging from it, whether the slaughter of the animal prevents 
such limbs from having the impurity of a carcass. 


And Rabbi Yohanan said: Their dispute is only with regard to a limb 
of a fetus that emerged from the womb, but with regard to a limb 
hanging from an animal, everyone agrees that the slaughter of the 
animal renders such a limb as though it had already fallen off prior to 
the slaughter, and the slaughter does not prevent the limb from having 
the impurity of a carcass. 


NOTES 

Unattributed [kedi] — 13: There are various 
opinions as to the meaning of this word. Rashi 
in several places suggests two possibilities: One 
that it is the name, or the nickname, of a Sage 
(Maharatz Hayyut); the other that it is an intro- 
duction to an unattributed statement. The latter 
appears to be the explanation of the geonim, 
who hold the word is an abbreviation of kedehi, 
meaning; As it is, without a name. 


HALAKHA 

The limb that hangs -bmn aN: A limb 
that has become partially detached from an 
animal and cannot be restored is prohibited for 
consumption. This applies whether it is hang- 
ing from a domesticated or an undomesticated 
animal. If the animal was slaughtered, this limb 
does not impart impurity like a carcass, as the 
slaughter does not render such a limb as though 
it had already fallen off prior to the slaughter 
(Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Ma‘akhalot 
Assurot 5:6; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De'a 62:3). 
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NOTES 


This limb has a means of rectification by returning 
back — muna xmapn A> rx xT: This refers to the 
halakha taught in the first mishna of this chapter (68a) 
hat if a fetus extended its foreleg and returned it, it is 
permitted for consumption. Rav ruled that the meaning 
of the mishna is that the fetus itself may be eaten, but 
he foreleg is permanently prohibited, even though it 
was returned. Rabbi Yohanan held (68b) that even the 
oreleg is permitted if it was returned before the slaugh- 
er of the mother. Rabbi Yohanan here is consistent with 
his opinion cited earlier in interpreting the opinion of 
he Rabbis. 


Perek IV 
Daf 73 Amud b 


NOTES 


Rather if such a dispute was stated it was stated like 
this — VAAN 27 Wants ox xbx: According to this ver- 
sion of the dispute, Rabbi Yohanan maintains that Rabbi 
Meir's statement in the baraita, that a hanging limb 
is rendered pure through the slaughter of the animal, 
is accepted by everyone. Rabbi Shimon ben Lakish 
disagrees and contends that Rabbi Meir spoke to the 
Rabbis in accordance with their opinion, as explained 
at the beginning of the amud. 
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Rabbi Yosei, son of Rabbi Hanina, said: What is the reason for 
the distinction made by Rabbi Yohanan concerning the opinion 
of the Rabbis that the slaughter of an animal renders pure the limb 
of its fetus, but does not render pure a limb hanging from the animal 
itself? The reason is that this limb of the fetus that emerged from its 
womb has a means of rectification by returning back" inside the 
womb, in accordance with the opinion that it will then be permitted 
for consumption by virtue of the slaughter of the mother animal. 
But this hanging limb does not have a means of rectification by 
returning, as it cannot be reattached to the animal’s body. 


The Gemara raises an objection to Rabbi Yohanan’s opinion from 
the baraita cited above: Rabbi Meir said to them: No, even if the 
slaughter of a tereifa renders pure the animal itself and similarly 
the slaughter of any animal renders pure the limb that is hanging 
from it from having the impurity of a carcass, this is true with regard 
to something that is part of its own body. Does it necessarily 
follow that it should also render pure the limb of its fetus, which 
is something that is not part of its own body? 


Rabbi Meir’s statement appears inconsistent with his opinion, as he 
holds that a hanging limb is not rendered pure by slaughtering the 
animal. The Gemara suggests that this difficulty can be resolved only 
according to Rabbi Shimon ben Lakish’s version of the Rabbis’ 
opinion, but not according to Rabbi Yohanan’s version. Granted, 
according to Rabbi Shimon ben Lakish, one can explain that 
Rabbi Meir was speaking in accordance with the statement of the 
Rabbis, as follows: According to my own opinion, there is no dif- 
ference with regard to the limb of a fetus, and there is no differ- 
ence with regard to a limb hanging from an animal; they are the 
same in that the slaughter of the animal does not render either of 
them pure. Accordingly, Rabbi Meir must have been speaking in 
accordance with the opinion of the Rabbis that a limb hanging from 
an animal is rendered pure by the animal's slaughter. 


But according to Rabbi Yohanan, who holds that both the Rabbis 
and Rabbi Meir agree that a limb hanging from an animal is not 
rendered pure by the animal’s slaughter, Rabbi Meir’s statement is 
difficult, as it is inconsistent with both his opinion and the Rabbis’ 
opinion. The Gemara concedes the challenge. 


Rather, if such a dispute was stated, it was stated like this:" Rabbi 
Shimon ben Lakish said: Just as there is a dispute between Rabbi 
Meir and the Rabbis with regard to fetuses whose limbs emerged 
from the womb, so too, they have a parallel dispute with regard to 
limbs hanging from an animal. And Rabbi Yohanan said: Their 
dispute is only with regard to the limb of a fetus that emerged from 
the womb; but with regard to a limb hanging from an animal, 
everyone agrees that the slaughter of the animal does not render 
such a limb as though it had already fallen off prior to the slaughter, 
and does not impart the impurity of a carcass. According to this 
version of Rabbi Yohanan’s understanding of the dispute, Rabbi 
Meir’s statement is consistent even with his own opinion. 


Rabbi Yosei, son of Rabbi Hanina, said: What is the reason for 
the distinction made by Rabbi Yohanan concerning the opinion 

of Rabbi Meir, that the slaughter of an animal does not render pure 

the limb ofits fetus, but it does render pure a limb hanging from the 

animal itself? It is that this hanging limb is part of the animal's body, 
but that, the limb of the fetus, is not part of its body. 
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§ The Gemara continues to elucidate the dispute between Rabbi 
Meir and the Rabbis. Rav Yitzhak bar Yosef says that Rabbi 
Yohanan says: Everyone agrees that the death of an animal by 
means other than slaughter renders a limb as though it had already 
fallen off" prior to the animal’s death. Therefore, it will not have 
the impurity ofa carcass, but it will have the impurity ofa limb taken 
from a living animal. And likewise, everyone agrees that the slaugh- 
ter of the animal does not render a limb as though it had already 
fallen off" prior to the slaughter, and therefore it will not have the 
impurity of a carcass. 


The Gemara clarifies: What are we dealing with here? If we say we 
are dealing with a limb of its fetus that emerged from its womb, 
Rabbi Meir and the Rabbis explicitly disagree with regard to this 
case. Rather, we are dealing with a limb hanging from an animal. 
But if so, Rabbi Yohanan’s statement is unnecessary. With regard to 
a hanging limb, we already learn about the effect of the death of the 
animal in a mishna elsewhere, and we already learn about the effect 
of the slaughter of the animal in a mishna elsewhere. 


The Gemara elaborates: We already learn about the effect of the 
death of an animal in the mishna (127b): Ifthe animal died without 
slaughter, any hanging flesh needs to be rendered susceptible’ 
to contracting ritual impurity in order to become impure. This is 
accomplished by coming in contact with liquid, with the owner's 
approval. The reason is that its halakhic status is that of flesh severed 
from a living animal, which is ritually pure and does not have the 
status of an unslaughtered carcass. And a hanging limb imparts 
impurity as a limb severed from a living animal, but does not 
impart impurity as a limb from a carcass; this is the statement of 
Rabbi Meir. Evidently, Rabbi Meir holds that upon the animal's 
death, anything hanging from the animal is considered as though it 
had already fallen off before the animal’s death. Since the mishna 
does not record that the Rabbis disagree, it would appear that 
they agree. 


Likewise, we already learn about the effect of the slaughter of an 
animal in the same mishna: If the animal is slaughtered, they, the 
limb and the flesh hanging from it, are thereby rendered suscep- 
tible to impurity, by coming in contact with its blood." Blood is 
one of the seven liquids that render foods susceptible to impurity 
and its presence is considered to be with the approval of the owner, 
as it makes the meat look redder and fresher; this is the statement 
of Rabbi Meir. Rabbi Shimon says: They were not rendered sus- 
ceptible’ to impurity through the animal’s own blood, but only 
once they were wet with another liquid, with the owner’s approval. 
It is apparent that both opinions in that mishna agree that the limb 
does not have the impurity of a limb severed from a living animal. 
Evidently, they hold that the slaughter does not render the hanging 
limb as though it had already fallen off beforehand. 


HALAKHA 


Death renders a limb fallen off-a) nwiy aD: With regard still alive. This is in accordance with the principle that slaughter 


to flesh, or a limb, that was hanging from an animal that died 
without being ritually slaughtered, the flesh needs to be ren- 
dered susceptible to impurity, while the limb itself imparts 
impurity as a limb severed from a living animal, but not as a 
limb from a carcass. This is because the limb is regarded as 
though it had fallen off during the animal's lifetime, as death 
renders a hanging limb fallen off (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot 
Shear Avot HaTumot 2:5). 


Slaughter does not render a limb fallen off — nwiy nonw px 
bap: The hanging flesh and the hanging limb of an animal that 
was slaughtered do not impart impurity as an animal carcass, as 
they are not considered to have fallen off while the animal was 


does not render a hanging limb as though it had already fallen 
off prior to slaughter, which is accepted by all opinions, as 
stated by Rabbi Yohanan (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Shear 
Avot HaTumot 2:5). 


If the animal is slaughtered they are rendered susceptible 
with its blood - mata nw Tama MYW: If there was flesh 
or a limb hanging from an animal and the animal was slaugh- 
tered, the hanging flesh or limb is rendered susceptible to 
impurity through the act of slaughter, in accordance with the 
opinion of Rabbi Meir (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot She‘ar 
Avot HaTumot 2:5). 


NOTES 


Death renders a limb fallen off - bap mwiy Ann: The 
Gemara on 74a derives this principle from a verse. Accord- 
ing to this principle, since the limb is considered to have 
allen off prior to the animal's death it is not considered to 
have come from an animal carcass, but is viewed as a limb 
severed from a living animal. Although there is no distinc- 
ion between a limb from a living animal and a carcass with 
regard to the impurity imparted by them, there is a differ- 
ence with regard to flesh separated from them. With regard 
o a carcass, impurity is imparted by a piece of flesh the size 
of an olive-bulk. By contrast, with regard to a limb severed 
rom a living animal, only a complete limb imparts impurity, 
but not pieces of flesh taken from it. 


If the animal died any hanging flesh needs to be ren- 
dered susceptible - W37 PA% Wan mana AN: Food is 
susceptible to ritual impurity only if it has come into contact 
with water or one of six other liquids listed in the mishna in 
Makhshirin (6:4), including blood. 


Rabbi Shimon says: They were not rendered susceptible — 
yw Kb İK iyaw vat: The Gemara (127b-128a) discusses 
the reason for Rabbi Shimon’s ruling and the basis of the 
dispute between him and Rabbi Meir. In any case, Rabbi 
Shimon does not disagree with Rabbi Meir with regard to 
the question of whether or not slaughter renders a limb 
as though it had already fallen off prior to the slaughter. 
Likewise, there is no record of other Sages disagreeing with 
Rabbi Meir in this regard (Rashi). 
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Given that the mishna has already taught both halakhot, what was 

the necessity of Rabbi Yohanan’s statement? The Gemara answers: 
If these halakhot were derived only from that mishna, I would say 
that actually, slaughter does render a hanging limb as though it had 

already fallen off beforehand, and such a limb would have the impu- 
rity ofa limb severed from a live animal. If so, what does the mishna 

mean when it states: They are rendered susceptible to impurity by 
coming in contact with its blood? Ostensibly, the intention is that 
both the limb and the flesh must be rendered susceptible to impurity, 
which indicates that the limb does not have any impurity ofits own. 
The Gemara explains: One would have explained that the need to 

be rendered susceptible to impurity is referring only to the flesh, as 

flesh severed from a living animal does not have any impurity of its 

own. 


The Gemara objects: But the mishna teaches: They are rendered 
susceptible, in the plural, which is apparently referring to both the 
flesh and the limb, which were mentioned previously in the mishna. 
The Gemara explains: You might say that the plural is used because 
the statement is referring to two types of hanging flesh that upon 
slaughter are considered to have been separated from a living ani- 
mal: One is for flesh that separates from the body of the animal, 
and the other one is for flesh that separates from the hanging 
limb. Neither type has its own impurity, so they must be rendered 
susceptible to impurity by coming in contact with liquid. 


The Gemara asks: But in what way is it more compelling to apply 
the halakha to this type of flesh than to that type, making it neces- 
sary to state the halakha with regard to both? The Gemara answers: 
It might enter your mind to say that since flesh that is attached to 
a limb severed from a living animal imparts the same severe form 
of ritual impurity as the limb on account of being a part of it, one 
might say that once the flesh is separated from the limb it does not 
need" to then be rendered susceptible to impurity. To reject this 
possibility, the mishna uses the plural form to teach us that this type 
of flesh does need to be rendered susceptible to impurity. 


§ Rav Yosef said: Take the statement that Rav Yitzhak bar Yosef 
says that Rabbi Yohanan says, i.e., that the slaughter of an animal 
does not render a hanging limb as though it had already fallen off 
prior to the slaughter, in your hand, i.e., accept it as correct, as 
Rabba bar bar Hana also holds in accordance with this opinion. 
As it is taught in a baraita: “And flesh that is torn in the field, you 
shall not eat” (Exodus 22:30). This serves to include the case of 
the limb or the flesh that was partially cut off but was still hanging 
ona domesticated animal or on an undomesticated animal or on 
a bird, and one slaughtered them; it is derived that they are pro- 
hibited as limbs severed from a living animal. And Rabba bar bar 
Hana says that Rabbi Yohanan says with regard to the ruling of 
this baraita: 


NOTES 


It might enter your mind to say that since flesh imparts 
the same severe form of ritual impurity...say it does not 
need — xb sane... WON TYND KIVUN DCT KIIK JAW NYD 
yw :The Gemara on 120a explains that food that will ultimately 
impart a severe type of impurity does not need to be rendered 
susceptible to ritual impurity in order to contract impurity from 
something else. For example, the flesh of an unslaughtered car- 
cass of a kosher bird imparts a severe form of impurity to a per- 
son when it is in his throat. Therefore, that flesh does not need 
to be rendered susceptible in order for it to contract impurity 
from a creeping animal that falls upon it. The Gemara suggests 
here that perhaps an item that initially had a severe degree of 


impurity does not need to be rendered susceptible to impurity 
even if it loses its severe impurity. But the Gemara rejects this 
suggestion and concludes that the principle discussed on 120a 
should not be extended (Rashi). Other commentaries hold that 
the Gemara here does not definitively prove that the principle 
should not be extended. Rather, they explain, based on the 
Gemara on 129a, that the reason it is necessary to render the 
flesh susceptible to impurity is that initially, when it was part 
of the limb, it was not classified as food; it was only regarded 
as food once it separated from the limb. Therefore, the fact that 
at that point it imparted a severe form of impurity is of no rel- 
evance (Ramban; see Josafot and Tosefot HaRosh). 
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In fact, such limbs and flesh are not prohibited by Torah law, as the 
slaughter does not render them as though they had already fallen off 
prior to the slaughter, and the verse cited in the baraita is not a true 
derivation but a mere support. Accordingly, with regard to them, 
there is nothing other than a rabbinic mitzva to separate™ oneself 
from consuming them. 


§ Rav Yosef sat before Rav Huna, and he sat and said: Rav Yehuda 
says that Rav says: If one ate this hanging limb he is flogged for 
violating the prohibition against eating a limb from a living animal. 
One of the Sages said to him: Do not listen to his statement in the 
name of Rav, as this is what Rav Yitzhak bar Shmuel bar Marta 
says in the name of Rav: If one ate this hanging limb he is not 
flogged. 


Rav Huna said to Rav Yosef: Upon whose version of Rav’s ruling 
shall we rely? Rav Yosef turned his face away in anger and said to 
him: What is the difficulty? When I said in Rav’s name that one is 
flogged for eating a limb that had been hanging from an animal when 
it died, I was referring to a case of death’ by means other than 
slaughter, which renders the limb as though it had already fallen" 
off prior to the animal’s death. When Rav Yitzhak bar Shmuel bar 
Marta said in the name of Rav that one is not flogged, he was refer- 
ring to the case of a slaughter, which does not render the limb as 
though it had already fallen off prior to the slaughter and therefore 
serves to render the limb permitted for consumption. 


§ Rava said: From where is this matter that the Sages stated 
derived: The death of an animal by means other than slaughter 
renders a hanging limb as though it had already fallen off prior to 
the slaughter, whereas the slaughter of the animal does not render 
alimb as though it had already fallen off? As it is written with regard 
to the eight species of impure creeping animals: “And anything that 
these fall upon, when they are dead, it shall be impure” (Leviticus 
1:32). What does the term “when they are dead” serve to exclude? 
If we say it serves to exclude the time when they are alive, that 
principle is derived from: “And everything upon which any part of 
their carcass falls shall be impure” (Leviticus 11:35), which explicitly 
states that only their carcasses impart impurity. Rather, learn from 
the verse that death renders a hanging limb as though it had already 
fallen off, and slaughter does not render a hanging limb as though 
it had already fallen off. 


Rav Adda bar Ahava said to Rava: But this verse is written with 
regard to creeping animals, which do not require slaughter. How 
then can a halakha with regard to slaughter be derived from here? 
Rava said to him: If, because it is superfluous, this verse is not 
referring to the matter’ of creeping animals, which are not subject 
to the requirement of slaughter, apply it to the matter of an animal, 
which is subject to slaughter. 


HALAKHA 


With regard to them there is nothing other than a rabbinic 
mitzva to separate — ava wins mya xbx 172 prs: With regard 
to limbs or flesh hanging from an animal, if they cannot be healed 
they are prohibited for consumption, even if they were not fully 
separated from the animal before its slaughter. One is not flogged 
for eating them, in accordance with the baraita and the opinion 
of Rabbi Yohanan, and as indicated by the statement of Rav Yosef, 
citing Rav (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Ma‘akhalot Assurot 5:6; 


Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh Dea 62:3). 


Referring to death which renders the limb fallen - Ana 
hip mip: With regard to limbs or flesh that are hanging from 
an animal and that cannot be healed, if the animal died without 
being slaughtered the hanging limb and flesh are considered to 
have already fallen off before the slaughter, i.e., while the animal 
was still alive. Consequently, if one consumed them he is flogged 
for violating the prohibition against consuming a limb from a liv- 
ing animal, as stated by Rav Yosef (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot 
Ma‘akhalot Assurot 5:6, and see Maggid Mishne there). 


NOTES 


With regard to them there is nothing other than a 
rabbinic mitzva to separate - wins my2 xx maps 
aaa: This is a rabbinic decree enacted as a safeguard for 
he prohibition against eating a limb from a living ani- 
mal, and the verse cited by the baraita as the source for 
his prohibition serves as mere support for the halakha 
(Rashi). Rashi on Karetot 21b explains that the expression: 
itzva to separate, indicates that it is not a full-fledged 
prohibition but a mitzva to abstain from eating these 
oods (see Josafot there). From the Rambam it appears 
hat the Gemara is in fact referring to a Torah prohibition, 
but it is less severe in that one is not flogged for its viola- 
ion, as can be understood from Rav’s later comment. 
n this regard, it is similar to the consumption of half a 
measure of a prohibited substance, which is prohibited 
by Torah law but is not punishable with lashes (see Mag- 
gid Mishne on Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Ma‘akhalot 
Assurot 5:11). 


When I said that | was referring to death - KIX "ats 3 
mna: If an animal dies without being slaughtered, one 
is flogged for eating any part of it. Rashi explains that Rav 
mentions the punishment of lashes with regard to the 
consumption of a hanging limb to illustrate that lashes 
in this case are given only if the person was forewarned 
with regard to the prohibition against eating a limb from 
a living animal. But if he was forewarned only about the 
prohibition of a carcass he is not flogged. 


BACKGROUND 


If this is not referring to the matter — 13X 42% OX: This 
form of reasoning is one of the thirty-two hermeneutical 
principles of Rabbi Eliezer, son of Rabbi Yosei. Accord- 
ing to most commentaries, the conclusions drawn 
from these principles are as authoritative as they would 
be if they were explicitly written in the Torah (see Yad 
Malakhi). This principle is based on the superfluity of 
verses in the context in which they are written. Never- 
theless, the superfluous verse is never understood as 
applying to matters totally unrelated to the meaning 
of the text. 
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HALAKHA 


If they are moist they impart impurity, if they are dry 
they do not impart impurity — px nwo wav pod 
Dav: With regard to the flesh of a creeping animal 
that has dried until it is like earthenware, if it could return 
to its former state by being soaked in lukewarm water for 
twenty-four hours, it still imparts impurity, but if not, it is 
pure (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Shear Avot Halumot 
4:12). 


The limb of a fetus that was dead - nn 337 92%: 
If a fetus extended its foreleg outside the womb and the 
foreleg was not severed from the rest of the fetus until 
after the mother was slaughtered, then one who eats 
that foreleg is not flogged for eating a limb from a living 
animal. This halakha applies even if the fetus was found 
dead, in accordance with Rabba's explanation that the 
Rabbis disagree with Rabbi Meir even with regard to a 
dead fetus, as they claim that the slaughter of the mother 
does not render the limb as though it had already fallen 
off prior to the mother's death. The commentaries note 
that it is nevertheless prohibited to eat the foreleg, due 
to the prohibition against eating meat that has left its 
boundary, as explained on 68b (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, 
Hilkhot Ma‘akhalot Assurot 5:9 and see Ra’avad and Maggid 
Mishne there, 5:11). 
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The Gemara objects: But the phrase “when they are dead, it shall be 
impure’ is still necessary to teach a different halakha, i.e., that they 
impart impurity only when they are still in a state similar to their 
state at the time of their death, i.e., if they are moist they impart 
impurity, whereas if they are dry they do not impart impurity." 
The Gemara explains that “when they are dead” is written twice, 
once in the verse cited, and once in the previous verse, which states: 

“Whoever touches them when they are dead shall be impure until 
the evening” (Leviticus 11:31). 


§ The Gemara returns to the dispute in the mishna (72a) with 
regard to a fetus that extended its foreleg and then its mother was 
slaughtered. Rabbi Meir holds that the foreleg is regarded as a car- 
cass with the associated impurity, while the Rabbis hold that 
although it is not permitted for consumption, the slaughter prevents 
it from having the impurity of a carcass. With regard to this dispute, 
Rav Hisda said: The dispute concerns only the limb of a fetus that 
was alive when the mother was slaughtered; but concerning the 
case of the limb of a fetus that was dead" when the mother was 
slaughtered, everyone agrees that slaughter renders the fetus’s 
limb as though it had already fallen off" prior to the slaughter, and 
it imparts impurity as a limb from a living animal. But Rabba said: 
Just as there is a dispute between Rabbi Meir and the Rabbis con- 
cerning this case, where the fetus was alive, so too, there is a dispute 
between them concerning that case," where the fetus had died. 


§ The mishna states that an eight-month-old fetus that was born 
alive is not rendered ritually pure by slaughtering it. The reason 
given is that the concept of permitting an animal through slaughter 
is never stated with regard to that kind of animal. The Gemara chal- 
lenges: Butisn’t it taught in a baraita in a discussion about whether 
slaughter renders a tereifa pure from the impurity of a carcass: An 
eight-month-old fetus that was born alive will prove the point, as 
even though there are other animals of that kind that are permitted 
through slaughter, its slaughter does not render it pure from hav- 
ing the impurity of a carcass. This refutes the claim that the issue of 
slaughter rendering an animal pure from having the impurity of a 
carcass is a function of whether or not the concept of slaughter 
applies to that kind of animal. 


Rav Kahana said: The tanna of the baraita holds that even with 
regard to an eight-month-old fetus it can be said that there are 
animals of that kind that are permitted through slaughter, i.e., when 
they are still inside the womb and the mother is slaughtered; such 
an animal is permitted by virtue of the slaughter of its mother. 
Therefore, he cites the case of an eight-month-old fetus as a refuta- 
tion. But the tanna of our mishna holds that the fact that this kind 
of animal is permitted by virtue of the slaughter of its mother does 
not define it as a kind of animal concerning which there is a concept 
of slaughter, and therefore he holds that this case cannot be used 
as a refutation. 


Everyone agrees that slaughter renders it fallen off — 137 
bap mviy nonw Sam: The expression: Slaughter renders it 


NOTES 


the Torah applies the concept of slaughter, and therefore the 
slaughter of the mother cannot be applied to it (Rashi). 


fallen off, when it appears with regard to a foreleg extended 


by a fetus, does not have the same meaning as with regard to 
a hanging limb. The original use of the phrase, with regard to a 
hanging limb, means that the limb is viewed as though it had 
become detached from the body of the animal while it was still 
alive. When it is used in reference to an extended limb it simply 
means that it is not included in the mother’s slaughter (Rabbeinu 


But Rabba said: Just as there is a dispute concerning this 
case so too there is dispute concerning that case - 731) 
ma npibna J2 ma npma vrs: Since the fetus is permitted 
through the slaughter of its mother, it does not matter whether 
itis alive or dead. According to this explanation, when Rabbi Meir 
states in the mishna: The flesh is ritually impure due to having 


Gershom Meor HaGola). Since, with regard to a fetus, the issue is 
whether or not the fetus was included in the mother's slaughter, 
it is only relevant in a case where the fetus was found alive. If 
the fetus was dead, it is clear that the slaughter of the mother 
did not affect the limb and it imparts impurity as a carcass. This 
is because a dead fetus is not a category of animal to which 


been in contact with a carcass, it is because the foreleg is actually 
considered to be a carcass. According to the opinion of Rav Hisda 
that the mishna is referring to a live fetus, Rabbi Meir maintains 
that the foreleg is actually a limb of a living animal and the 
mishna’s intention is just that it imparts impurity like a carcass. 
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The Gemara asks: And according to that tanna of the baraita, who 
does use it as a refutation, from where does he derive that the 
slaughter of a tereifa renders it pure" from having the impurity of 
a carcass? The Gemara answers that he derives it from that which 
Rav Yehuda says that Rav says, as Rav Yehuda says that Rav says, 
and some say it was taught in a baraita: The verse states: “And 
if some domesticated animal, of which you may eat, dies, one 
who touches its carcass shall be impure until the evening” (Leviti- 
cus 11:39). The word “some” teaches that only some dead animals 
impart impurity as a carcass, but some dead animals do not 
impart impurity as a carcass. And what is it that does not impart 
impurity? That is a tereifa that one slaughtered." 


§ Rav Hoshaya raises a dilemma: If one inserted his hand inside 
the womb of an animal" and slaughtered a nine-month-old fetus 
that was alive, what is the halakha? Does the slaughter performed 
inside the mother render the fetus permitted? The Gemara notes: 
This dilemma may be raised according to the opinion of Rabbi 
Meir, and it may be raised according to the opinion of the Rabbis. 


The Gemara elaborates: It may be raised according to the opinion 
of Rabbi Meir. It is possible that Rabbi Meir states in the mishna 
below that a nine-month-old ben pekua requires slaughter, and 
slaughter renders the animal permitted only in that case, because 
that statement may apply only ina case where the animal emerged 
into the airspace of the world, i.e., once it was born alive. But if it 
is still inside its mother, its slaughter does not render it permitted. 


Or perhaps even the Rabbis, who disagree with Rabbi Meir and 
maintain that a nine-month-old ben pekua is permitted by virtue of 
its mother’s slaughter, would concede that the slaughter of the fetus 
itself also permits it. Perhaps with regard to such an animal the 
Merciful One considers four simanim, i.e., the windpipe and the 
gullet of the mother and the windpipe and the gullet of the fetus, to 
be fit for slaughter, and the fetus is permitted by the cutting of either 
pair. 


Rav Hananya said: Come and hear a resolution of this dilemma 
from the mishna (72b), as it considers an animal that was born as 
a tereifa from the womb as one that never had a period of potential 
fitness. But if it is so, that one can slaughter a fetus in its mother’s 
womb, you find that actually it did have a period of potential fit- 
ness, as if one wants to, he can insert his hand into the womb and 
slaughter it before it develops into a tereifa. 


Rava said to Rav Hananya: Teach that mishna as referring to a case 
where the fetus was formed as a tereifa from its outset while inside 
the womb, and you find such a case where a fetus has five legs," 
which certainly developed from the outset. Consequently, there was 
never a possibility of slaughtering it. 


NOTES 


From where does he derive that the slaughter of a tereifa 
renders it pure - a KA AAD AN nw TDW: According 
to this tanna, the fact that there are animals of that kind that 
are permitted through slaughter is not a sufficient reason for 
the slaughter to render the animal pure. Therefore, the previous 
claim of the mishna remains in force: Just as anon-kosher animal 
is prohibited for consumption and its slaughter does not render 
it pure, so too, the slaughter of a tereifa should not render it 
pure (Rashi). 


That is a tereifa that one slaughtered - ABnww naw it: The 
verse “and if some domesticated animal, of which you may eat, 
dies” can be interpreted as also referring to a tereifa, as an animal 
that is a tereifa cannot survive (see 42a). 


oon wn nwa at: This animal is a tereifa, in accordance with 
the principle that having an extra limb is tantamount to hav- 
ing a limb removed, which would render the animal a tereifa 
(see 58b). 


HALAKHA 

If one inserted his hand inside the womb of an animal - 
maga wid iT nyg wwin: If one slaughtered a fetus while 

it was inside the womb, the slaughter is ineffective and 

the fetus is prohibited for consumption. As explained by 

the Ran, the halakha is stringent because the Gemara's 

dilemma concerning this case is left unresolved (Shulhan 

Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 14:6, and in the comment of Rema). 
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NOTES 


An eight-month-old fetus whether alive or dead 
or a nine-month-old fetus that was dead — nw ja 
Da TYAN ix A ix nM: An eight-month-old fetus is 
one whose term of gestation has not been completed. 
The mention of eight months refers to the standard 
example of a cow, which has a full-term pregnancy of 
nine months like humans do, although with regard to 
other animals the full term of pregnancy is different, 
e.g, five months in the case of sheep. A fetus whose 
gestation has not been completed is not considered 
an animal in its own right, but as a limb of the mother. 
Consequently, it is permitted through its mother’s 
slaughter, as derived from the verse: “And every animal 
that has a split hoof, and has the hooves wholly cloven 
in two, and chews the cud, in the animals, it you may 
eat” (Deuteronomy 14:6), which as the Gemara (69a) 
explains, teaches that an animal within another animal, 
i.e., a fetus, is permitted for consumption through the 
slaughter of the mother, with the exception of its blood 
and forbidden fats, which are explicitly prohibited by 
the Torah. 


If he found a live nine-month-old fetus it requires 
slaughter - nome pyyn mywn ja xx: Rabbi Meir's 
reasoning is that the Torah permitted a fetus through 
the slaughter of its mother only when the fetus itself 
cannot be slaughtered. A nine-month-old fetus is 
viable and can be permitted through its own slaughter, 
e.g. in a case where its mother died without slaughter. 
Therefore, Rabbi Meir claims, its mother’s slaughter can- 
not render it permitted. 


And one is liable for slaughtering an animal itself 
and its offspring — ia miei inisa 2m: It is prohibited 
to slaughter a mother and her offspring on the same 
day, as it is stated: “And whether it is a cow or ewe, you 
shall not kill it and its young both on one day” (Leviticus 


Ma XY TATAT OX omia ONA 
-DA TYN JA IN A iK T Tw j2 
Jot ms NYI iY 


DOT YD- T DAN INYA 
DAM YN 2127,2 NNI İNK 
ANTIA iax NOTY DIN 


MI S HN A In the case of one who slaughtered an ani- 


mal" and found within it an eight-month- 
old fetus, i.e., one that was not full term, whether it was alive or 
dead, or a nine-month-old fetus, i.e., one that was full term, that 
was dead," that fetus is permitted by virtue of the slaughter of its 
mother, as it is considered part ofits mother. Therefore, its blood is 
considered part of its mother’s blood and is prohibited, so one must 
tear the fetus and remove its blood before it may be consumed. 


Ifhe found within it a live nine-month-old fetus, it requires its own 
slaughter," as it is considered an independent full-fledged animal, 
and if one slaughters both the mother and fetus on the same day, 
one is liable for violating the prohibition against slaughtering an 
animal itself and its offspring on the same day; this is the state- 
ment of Rabbi Meir. And the Rabbis say: Even when the fetus is 
nine months old, it is still considered part of its mother, and the 
slaughter of its mother renders it permitted for consumption. 


HALAKHA 


22:28). 
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HALAKHA 


If one tore it and he found a live nine-month-old 
fetus — on mya ja Aa KY yp: A nine-month-old 
etus found alive inside an animal that was not slaugh- 
ered can be permitted for consumption if it, i.e., the 
offspring, is slaughtered. If the offspring was less than 
nine months old it is prohibited and even slaughter- 
ing it will not render it permitted. The Rema, citing 
he Smag, states that nowadays no offspring found 
inside an unslaughtered animal is permitted, due to 
he concern that it is not yet nine months old (Rambam 
Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Ma‘akhalot Assurot 5:15; Shulhan 
Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 13:3). 
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One who slaughtered an animal, etc. -^3 magan ny uniw: If 
one slaughtered an animal and found inside it an eight-month-old 
etus, whether it was alive or dead, or a dead nine-month-old fetus, 
it does not require slaughter. In the case of a live nine-month-old 
etus, if after emerging from the womb it stands upon the ground, 
by rabbinic decree it requires slaughter. This decree was enacted 
est people who see that animal being eaten without its own 
slaughter mistakenly permit other animals that have not been 
slaughtered. Nevertheless, as long as it did not yet stand upon 
he ground it is permitted to eat it, as it was permitted through 
he slaughter of the mother. This ruling is in accordance with 


the opinion of the Rabbis, as explained by Rav Kahana on 75b 
(Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Ma‘akhalot Assurot 5:14; Shulhan 
Arukh, Yoreh De'a 13:2). 


Itself and its offspring — {24 m1 inix: If one slaughtered an ani- 
mal and found inside it a live nine-month-old fetus that then 
stood upon the ground, he may not slaughter it on the same day 
as the slaughter of the mother. Nevertheless, if he slaughtered it 
he is not flogged. This is because the requirement to slaughter 
the offspring is only a rabbinic decree. This ruling is in accordance 
with the opinion of the Rabbis, as explained on 75b (Rambam Sefer 
Kedusha, Hilkhot Shehita 12:10). 
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Rabbi Shimon Shezuri says: Even if the fetus emerged alive and is 
now five years old and plowing in the field, the earlier slaughter 
of its mother rendered it permitted and it does not require slaugh- 
ter before it is eaten. But if one tore an animal, i.e., he killed it 
without slaughtering it, and inside he found a live nine-month-old 
fetus," everyone agrees that the fetus requires its own slaughter 
because its mother was not slaughtered. 


G E M A RA Rabbi Elazar says that Rabbi Oshaya says: 
The Sages discussed the permissibility of a 
live nine-month-old fetus found inside a slaughtered animal only" 
with regard to the matter of whether it requires its own slaughter. 
The Gemara asks: What does Rav Oshaya’s statement serve to 
exclude? Rav Oshaya’s statement indicates that with regard to other 
matters all agree that it is considered an independent animal, with 
the associated prohibitions. The Gemara suggests: It serves to 
exclude its fat, i.e., the fats that are prohibited in a regular animal, 
such as the fat of the kidneys and innards, and its sciatic nerve. 


NOTES 


The Sages discussed only, etc. - 13113 yen xb: Rashi explains 
that the reference is to the lenient ruling of the Rabbis to per- 
mit the offspring, which is limited specifically to the question of 
whether or not it requires slaughter. With regard to other relevant 
prohibitions they concede that it is considered a full-fledged 
animal. Others explain the Gemara in the opposite manner: Rabbi 


Meir is stringent and rules that the offspring has the status of a 
separate animal only with regard to slaughter. But with regard 
to other issues it is not considered a full-fledged animal and the 
relevant prohibitions do not apply to it (Rabbeinu Gershom Meor 
HaGola). 
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The Gemara asks: The fat of which part? If we say that this is refer- 
ring to the fat of the fetus, that is difficult because the Sages dis- 
agree as to whether or not it is permitted, as it is taught in a baraita: 
The prohibition of the sciatic nerve applies to a fetus and its fat 

is prohibited; this is the statement of Rabbi Meir. Rabbi Yehuda 

says: The prohibition of the sciatic nerve does not apply to a 

fetus, and its fat is permitted." And Rabbi Elazar says that Rabbi 

Oshaya says: This dispute concerns a live nine-month-old fetus, 
and Rabbi Meir follows his standard line of reasoning, which he 

expressed in the mishna, that such a fetus is considered an indepen- 
dent full-fledged animal; and Rabbi Yehuda follows his standard 

line of reasoning, as expressed by the Rabbis in the mishna, that 

such a fetus is considered a part of the mother. 


Rather, say that Rabbi Elazar is referring to the fat of the sciatic 
nerve’ of the fetus, which all agree is permitted. The Gemara rejects 
this as well: But the Sages also disagree with regard to that," as it is 
taught in a baraita: With regard to the sciatic nerve, one scrapes 
around it to remove it entirely in any place that it is found, and one 
cuts out its fat completely, even those fats that are sunk into the 
flesh; this is the statement of Rabbi Meir. Rabbi Yehuda says: One 
cuts out the nerve and the fat that is level with the flesh of the thigh, 
but there is no obligation to remove all traces of the fat. 


Rather, if Rabbi Oshaya’s statement was stated, it was stated like 
this: Rabbi Elazar says that Rabbi Oshaya says: The Sages dis- 
cussed the permissibility of the fetus only with regard to matters 
of consumption, i.e., whether or not it must be slaughtered in 
order to permit its flesh and whether or not the fat and the sciatic 
nerve are permitted. This statement serves to exclude only one who 
copulates with the animal, or one who plows with it" together 
with an animal of a different species, as everyone agrees that these 
prohibitions apply to such a fetus just as they do to any other animal. 


§ A related amoraic dispute is cited concerning a live nine-month- 
old fetus found inside a slaughtered animal: Rabbi Shimon ben 
Lakish said: According to the statement of Rabbi Yehuda, who 
permits the fat, he also permits its blood; according to the state- 
ment of Rabbi Meir, who prohibits its fat, he also prohibits its 
blood. And Rabbi Yohanan said: Even according to Rabbi Yehuda, 
who permits its fat, he prohibits its blood.™ 


Rabbi Yohanan raised an objection to Rabbi Shimon ben Lakish 
from the mishna, which states with regard to an eight-month-old 
fetus, whether alive or dead, or a dead nine-month-old fetus, found 
inside a slaughtered animal, that since it is considered part of the 
mother its blood is prohibited. Therefore, one must tear the fetus 
and remove its blood before it may be consumed. The mishna 
prohibits the blood but apparently permits the rest of the fetus, 
including its fat, which contradicts the opinion of Rabbi Shimon 
ben Lakish. In resolution of this difficulty, Rabbi Zeira said: Rabbi 
Shimon ben Lakish meant to say only that the consumption of 
blood lost as the fetus died is not punishable by excision from the 
World-to-Come [karet], whereas Rabbi Yohanan holds that it is. 


The prohibition of the sciatic nerve does not apply to a fetus 
and its fat is permitted — amn tam bybwa ania te: If one 
slaughters an animal and finds an eight- or nine-month-old 
fetus inside it, the fetus's fat and sciatic nerve are permitted, in 


HALAKHA 
is in accordance with the ruling of Rabbi Meir, as Rabbi Yehuda 
HaNasi formulated an unattributed mishna in accordance with 
it on 89b (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Ma‘akhalot Assurot 7:3; 
Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De'a 64:2, 65:7 and Shakh there). 


accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda. This lenient ruling 


applies only if the fetus did not stand upon the ground, but if it 
stood upon the ground the fat and sciatic nerve are prohibited, 
as stated on 75b. Some say that if the fetus was a nine months 
old and alive, its fat is prohibited even if it did not stand upon 
the ground, and one is punished with karet for its consumption. 
Furthermore, in such a case, one must also remove all strands and 
membranes of fat that are prohibited in other animals. This ruling 


Who permits its fat he prohibits its blood - Dix isbn PAT 
jnta: The blood of a fetus is prohibited like the blood of the 
mother, and one who eats it is liable to receive karet. This is in 
accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yohanan that even Rabbi 
Yehuda, who permits its fat, prohibits its blood (Rambam Sefer 
Kedusha, Hilkhot Ma‘akhalot Assurot 6:5; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh 
Dea 66:1). 


NOTES 

Fat of the sciatic nerve - 7°37 isbn: By Torah law certain 
fats of a kosher animal are prohibited for consumption, 
specifically those that are sacrificed upon the altar, includ- 
ing fats that are covered with a membrane that can be 
easily peeled off (see 49b). The fats attached to the sciatic 
nerve are not prohibited by Torah law but by rabbinic 
law (92b). Some claim that the Sages prohibited the 
fats as a prohibition that is ancillary to that of the sciatic 
nerve, while others contend that they are prohibited as 
an extension of the Torah prohibition against consuming 
forbidden fats (see 92b). 


Rather the fat of the sciatic nerve but they also dis- 
agree with regard to that — 133 shar 137 iabrt KY: 

Rashi omits this suggestion and its rejection from the 
Gemara’s text, as the cited dispute does not refer to the 
sciatic nerve of a fetus, but to the prohibition of the sciatic 
nerve in general. Rashi also omits the opening sentence 
of the previous paragraph. He explains that it is obvious 
that Rabbi Meir and the Rabbis are discussing the fat of 
a fetus, as that is the case at hand. Rashi claims that this 
suggestion and its rejection was mistakenly copied from 
92b, where it belongs. Rabbeinu Tam suggests that the 
standard version of the text can be preserved by interpret- 
ing the reference to the sciatic nerve as the sciatic nerve 
of the fetus. Accordingly, Rabbi Meir's broad statement in 
the baraita: One scrapes around it in any place that it is 
found, should be taken as an allusion to the sciatic nerve 
of the fetus (see Tosafot). 


To exclude one who copulates with it [rove‘o] or plows 
with it - ia wym syat vipa: Rashi explains that 
although the Rabbis claim that the fetus is not consid- 
ered a full-fledged animal with regard to consumption, 
they agree that with regard to other prohibitions it is. The 
opposite explanation is suggested by Rabbeinu Gershom 
Meor HaGola. In his opinion, the distinction is drawn in 
accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Meir, who holds 
that the fetus is considered like a full-fledged animal only 
with regard to consumption, but with regard to other 
prohibitions it is not. 

Rav Oshaya refers to the prohibition of roveo. The 
simple understanding is that this is the prohibition against 
copulating with an animal (Tosafot; see Rashash). Some 
commentaries explain that the term roveo refers to the 
prohibition against breeding diverse kinds of animals: 
“You shall not let your animal mate [tarbia] with a diverse 
kind” (Leviticus 19:19). 


Even according to Rabbi Yehuda who permits its fat he 
prohibits its blood — ita Mpix tana pra ath as: 
The early commentaries suggest the following rationale 
for this distinction: The fat of a fetus is permitted by Torah 
law, as derived from the verse: “And every animal. . .in the 
animals, that you may eat” (Deuteronomy 14:6), which 
indicates that anything inside a slaughtered animal is 
permitted for consumption, as explained previously 
(69a). By contrast, the blood of the fetus is prohibited, as 
it is continuously mingled with its mother's blood (Sefer 
HaEshkol; Rosh). Therefore, the blood of the fetus must 
be treated like the blood of the mother's limbs, which is 
certainly prohibited (see Rashi here and on the mishna). 
Other commentaries suggest that this verse, which 
states: “That you may eat,’ applies only to substances 
that are eaten, e.g, fats, but not to blood, which is drunk 
(Ritva; Ran; see Rabbi Akiva Eiger and Hatam Sofer on 
the mishna). Others explain the difference between fats 
and blood as follows: The fetus itself is not viewed as a 
separate animal but as part of its mother. With regard 
to fats, not all of an animal's fat is prohibited; rather, only 
certain specific fats are. Therefore, the fats of the fetus 
are permitted since they do not lie in the specific parts 
of the mother where the fats are prohibited. By contrast, 
all the blood of the mother is prohibited, and therefore 
the blood of the fetus is automatically included in this 
prohibition (Maharatz Hayyut). 
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HALAKHA 

Blood of exudate - mynn o7: Although one 
is not liable to receive karet for consuming the 
blood of exudate, one who consumes an olive- 
bulk of it is flogged. The halakha is in accordance 
with the opinion of the Rabbis, who dispute the 
opinion of Rabbi Yehuda (Rambam Sefer Kedu- 
sha, Hilkhot Ma‘akhalot Assurot 6:4). 


Redeeming a firstborn donkey with a ben 
pekua - myips yaa mia): It is permitted to 
redeem a firstborn donkey with a ben pekua, in 
accordance with the opinion of Rav Ashi, as he is 
the later authority (KesefMishne). Some hold that 
one may not redeem with a ben pekua. Accord- 
ing to this opinion the halakha is in accordance 
with Mar Zutra since he resolved Rav Ashi's dif- 
ficulty (Rambam Sefer Zera‘im, Hilkhot Bikkurim 
12:9; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De'a 321:4, and in the 
comment of Rema, and Gra there). 
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The Gemara clarifies: According to whom did Rabbi Shimon ben Lak- 
ish state that one who permits the fat of the fetus also holds that the 
consumption of its blood is not punishable by karet? Ostensibly, it is 
according to the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda, who permits its fat. But that 
is difficult, because this blood should be regarded only as blood of 
exudate," i.e., blood that exudes from the neck of the animal after the 
initial spurt of its slaughter concludes. This blood did not spurt out 
during the slaughter of the mother. Rabbi Yehuda holds that consump- 
tion of even this blood is punishable by karet, as it is taught in a baraita: 
The consumption of blood of exudate is prohibited by a regular prohibi- 
tion and is punishable with lashes, unlike the initial spurt of blood, 
known as blood of the soul, whose consumption is punishable by karet. 
Rabbi Yehuda says: Blood of exudate is also punishable by karet. 


Rav Yosef, son of Rav Salla the Pious, interpreted this matter before 
Rav Pappa: One of the verses prohibiting the consumption of blood 
states: “And whoever... eats any blood, and I will set My face against that 
soul that eats the blood, and will cut him off from among his people” 
(Leviticus 17:10). Rabbi Yehuda holds that since it would have been 
sufficient for the verse to state: Blood, but instead it states: “Any blood,” 
it is interpreted as teaching that wherever one is liable for karet for the 
consumption of blood of the soul, i.e., the initial spurt from the slaugh- 
ter, as is the halakha with regard to a regular animal, one is also liable 
for karet for the consumption of blood of exudate, i.e., the rest of the 
blood. But wherever one is not liable for karet for the consumption of 
blood of the soul, as is the halakha with regard to the blood of a fetus 
according to Rabbi Yehuda, who holds that the fetus is not considered 
an independent life, one is also not liable for karet for the consumption 
of blood of exudate; rather, its blood is subject to a regular prohibition. 


§ A dilemma was raised before the Sages: What is the halakha with 
regard to redeeming a firstborn donkey with a ben pekua?" Can one 
perform the mitzva, as stated in the Torah: “And every firstborn of a 
donkey you shall redeem with a lamb” (Exodus 13:13), with this animal? 
The Gemara elaborates: According to the opinion of Rabbi Meir do not 
raise the dilemma, as, since he says a ben pekua requires slaughter, 
evidently it is a full-fledged lamb, and therefore it can certainly be used 
to redeem a donkey. 


When should you raise the dilemma? Raise it according to the opinion 
of the Rabbis, as they say that the slaughter of its mother renders it 
permitted. What is the halakha in this case? Does one say that since the 
Rabbis say that the slaughter of its mother renders it permitted, it is 
apparent that despite being physically alive, a ben pekua is halakhically 
regarded like meat placed in a pot, which cannot be used to redeem a 
donkey (see Bekhorot 12a)? Or perhaps, since the animal is running 
back and forth, i.e., it is alive, we call it a lamb and it can be used? 


Mar Zutra said: One cannot redeem a donkey with this lamb, and Rav 
Ashi said: One can redeem it. 


Rav Ashi said to Mar Zutra: What is the reason for your opinion? Is it 

because you derive the halakhot of redeeming a firstborn donkey from 

Paschal offerings by means of a verbal analogy between the term “lamb” 
(Exodus 13:13) written concerning a firstborn donkey and “lamb” (Exo- 
dus 12:5) written concerning a Paschal offering, and a ben pekua is unfit 

for sacrifice as a Paschal offering? 


If so, just as there, with regard to the Paschal offering, it must be male, 
unblemished, and in its first year, so too here, the lamb must be male, 
unblemished, and in its first year. Yet the mishna in Bekhorot (9a) 
states explicitly that one may redeem with a female lamb, and even if it 
is blemished, and also with one that is past its first year. Mar Zutra 
responded: The repetition of the words “You shall redeem,” “You shall 
not redeem” written in the verse: “And every firstborn of a donkey you 
shall redeem with a lamb, and if you shall not redeem it then you shall 
break its neck” (Exodus 13:13), included a lamb that does not fulfill 
these criteria. 
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Rav Ashi responds: If the repetition of “You shall redeem,’ “You 

shall not redeem” serves to amplify, then it should even amplify all 

other types of lambs, including a ben pekua, i.e., they should also be 

included in the category of those that are fit for redemption. Mar 
Zutra answers: If that was so, what purpose would the verbal analogy 

of “lamb,” “lamb” serve?" Rather, the repetition of “You shall redeem” 
serves to include all types oflambs, but the verbal analogy still serves 

to exclude a ben pekua. 


§ A dilemma was raised before the Sages: According to the Rabbis, 
a ben pekua is permitted for consumption and is therefore susceptible 
to ritual impurity. If the ben pekua was still inside the slaughtered 
mother and the body of the mother came in contact with a primary 
source of ritual impurity, what is the halakha with regard to counting 
the mother as having first-degree ritual impurity and the ben pekua 
as having second-degree ritual impurity?" If the fetus is considered 
independent of the mother, it is rendered impure only through its 
contact with the mother and so would have second-degree impurity. 
But if it is considered part of the mother it would have the same 
first-degree impurity as the mother. 


Rabbi Yohanan says: One counts the mother as having first-degree 
impurity and the ben pekua as having second-degree impurity. Rabbi 
Shimon ben Lakish says: One does not count the mother as having 
first-degree impurity and the ben pekua as having second-degree 
impurity. Rather, the fetus has first-degree impurity like its mother, as 
it is considered like a nut rattling in its shell; this is considered a 
single entity such that if impurity touches the shell, both the nut and 
the shell are rendered impure with the same degree of impurity. 


Rabbi Shimon ben Lakish raised an objection to Rabbi Yohanan 
from the mishna (72a): If a fetus extended its foreleg outside its 
mother’s womb and then the mother was slaughtered, and afterward 
the foreleg was severed, the flesh of both the mother and the fetus are 
ritually impure due to having been in contact with a carcass. Since 
the foreleg was not permitted through an act of slaughter it is regarded 
as a carcass with the associated ritual impurity. The rest of the flesh, 
which was permitted, was in contact with it and was thereby rendered 
ritually impure; this is the statement of Rabbi Meir. 


And the Rabbis say: The flesh has the ritual impurity of having been 
in contact with a tereifa that was slaughtered. The limb is regarded 
as a tereifa that was slaughtered, which by Torah law is prohibited for 
consumption but does not carry ritual impurity. Nevertheless, the 
Sages decreed that ifa tereifa was slaughtered and then came in contact 
with another item, the other item should be regarded as ritually 
impure to the extent that it will disqualify sacrificial foods that come 
in contact with it. 


Rabbi Shimon ben Lakish explains his objection: Granted, according 
to my opinion, as I say that the mother and fetus together are one 
entity; that is why the flesh of the fetus is rendered susceptible to 
ritual impurity through the blood ofits mother that spilled onto the 
body of the mother. When the blood from the mother’s slaughter 
renders the mother susceptible to impurity, the fetus is also rendered 
susceptible to impurity, as it is considered part of the mother. But 
according to your opinion, that the fetus is an independent entity, 
through what means is it rendered susceptible to contracting 
impurity from its foreleg? 


Rabbi Yohanan said to Rabbi Shimon ben Lakish: It is rendered 
susceptible through the slaughter of its mother, which also permits 
the consumption of the fetus, and this is in accordance with the 
opinion of Rabbi Shimon, who maintains that the flesh of a slaugh- 
tered animal is rendered susceptible to ritual impurity by virtue of the 
fact that it is permitted for consumption, even if it did not come in 
contact with blood or one of the other six liquids. Accordingly, the 
fetus will be susceptible to impurity even if it is not considered part 
of its mother. 


NOTES 


If so what purpose would “lamb” “lamb” [seh seh] 
serve — » NT NA MY MY 12 ON: The rationale behind 
saying that the verbal analogy serves to include all types 
of lambs, including a blemished one and a female, and 
to exclude a ben pekua, is that it is normal to refer to 
both a blemished animal and a female sheep as a seh. 
This is not true of a ben pekua. If it is regarded as meat 
placed in a pot, it is certainly not classified as a seh, and 
even if it is not regarded as meat placed in a pot, since 
it was not born in the usual manner of sheep it is less 
suited to being referred to as a seh than a blemished or 
female sheep is (Ran). 


What is the halakha with regard to counting first- 
and second-degree impurity — jiwx7 ia nid wn 
9901: Rashi states that this dispute applies to a live nine- 
month-old fetus that was found inside its mother’s 
womb, in accordance with the opinion of the Rabbis 
that such a fetus is permitted by virtue of the slaughter 
of the mother. Others hold that the dispute also applies 
to an eight-month-old fetus, whether alive or dead, and 
a live nine-month-old fetus, and is even in accordance 
with the opinion of Rabbi Meir, as in these cases he 
agrees that the fetus is permitted by virtue of the moth- 
er's slaughter (Ramban). Some commentaries write that 
according to Rashi everyone agrees with regard to an 
eight-month-old fetus, whether alive or dead, and a 
live nine-month-old fetus, that they are considered part 
of the mother, as they can be permitted only by the 
mother’s slaughter (Ahiezer 3:48; but see Maharsha). 
Alternatively, the dispute refers specifically to a live fetus, 
as Rabbi Yohanan maintains that a live fetus, even if it is 
eight months old, is considered a separate body from its 
mother. But with regard to a dead fetus everyone agrees 
that it is considered part of the mother, even if it is nine 
months old (Ba'al HaMaor). 


Ty 11T p- HULLIN : PEREK IV : 74B 


425 


This file may no 


Perek IV 
Daf75 Amuda 


NOTES 


Rabbi Yohanan said, it is the opinion of Rabbi Yosei 
HaGelili — wm Yhap oan pm avag: Rashi explains 
at Rabbi Yohanan’s intention here is to emphasize that 
he question of whether or not a ben pekua becomes 
susceptible to impurity as food is not dependent on 
he dispute between Rabbi Meir and the Rabbis in the 
mishna as to whether or not it requires slaughter. Had 
hese two halakhot been connected, one might have 
hought that according to the opinion of the Rabbis, that 
he slaughter of the mother permits the ben pekua, the 
animal is regarded as food and would become suscep- 
ible to ritual impurity upon contact with liquid. Rabbi 
Yohanan teaches that this is not so, and that according 
o the Rabbis in the mishna, as well as the Rabbis who 
dispute Rabbi Yosei HaGelili’s opinion, as long as the 
animal is alive, it cannot become ritually impure. 


And Rabbi Yohanan follows his standard line of rea- 
soning, etc. — 131 maya pM INTRI: According 
to Rabbi Yohanan, when the Rabbis disagree with the 
opinion of Rabbi Yosei HaGelili, they do not disagree 
because they concur with Rabbi Meir’s opinion in the 
mishna that since a ben pekua requires slaughter it can- 
not be considered food and therefore cannot become 
impure. This is apparent from Rabbi Yohanan’s equating 
of the opinions of Rabbi Yosei HaGelili and Beit Shammai. 
Evidently, Rabbi Yohanan holds that the Rabbis also 
disagree with Beit Shammai's opinion. If their reason for 
disputing the opinion of Rabbi Yosei HaGelili was only 
that they hold in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi 
Meir that when an animal still requires slaughter it can- 
not be considered food, then fish, which do not require 
slaughter, should be considered food even before they 
die and so they should already be susceptible to impu- 
rity at that point. Rather, as indicated by the Rabbis’ 
formulation, they hold that anything that is still alive, 
even if it does not require slaughter and could already 
be considered food, cannot become impure due to the 
very fact that it is alive (Rashi). 
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Rabbi Yohanan raised an objection to Rabbi Shimon ben Lakish 
from a baraita: If a ben pekua grew up and passed through a river, it 
was thereby rendered susceptible to impurity. Therefore, ifit went 
from there to a cemetery, it is rendered impure. 


Rabbi Yohanan explains his objection: Granted, according to my 
opinion, as I say that the mother and fetus are two entities; it is due 
to that reason that only if the ben pekua itself has been rendered 
susceptible to impurity by coming in contact with the water of the 
river, yes, it can be rendered impure upon entering a cemetery, 
whereas ifit has not been rendered susceptible to impurity through 
these waters, no, it does not become impure when it enters a cem- 
etery. But according to your opinion, in which you said that the 
mother and fetus together are one entity, why is it necessary for it 
to have passed through a river? It was already rendered susceptible 
to impurity through the blood of its mother that spilled onto the 
mother’s body when it was slaughtered. 


Rabbi Shimon ben Lakish answers: The baraita is referring to a case 
where the slaughter of the mother was dry, i.e., where no blood was 
emitted, and therefore, even the mother was not rendered suscep- 
tible to ritual impurity. And the baraita is not in accordance with 
the opinion of Rabbi Shimon, who maintains that the flesh of a 
slaughtered animal is rendered susceptible to ritual impurity by 
virtue of the fact that it is permitted for consumption, regardless of 
whether or not it came into contact with blood or other liquids. 


The Gemara asks: Who is the tanna who taught this baraita: If a ben 
pekua grew up and passed through a river, it was thereby rendered 
susceptible to impurity, and therefore if it went from there to a 
cemetery, it is rendered impure? Rabbi Yohanan said: It is the 
opinion of Rabbi Yosei HaGelili," as it is taught in a baraita that 
Rabbi Shimon ben Elazar says in the name of Rabbi Yosei HaGe- 
lili: The flesh of a ben pekua can become impure with the ritual 
impurity of food, but it first needs to be rendered susceptible to 
ritual impurity by coming in contact with liquid. But the Rabbis 
say: It cannot become impure with the ritual impurity of food 
because it is alive, and any live animal cannot become impure with 
the ritual impurity of food," even ifit is permitted for consumption. 


The Gemara notes: And Rabbi Yohanan follows his standard line 
of reasoning," as Rabbi Yohanan says that Rabbi Yosei HaGelili 
and Beit Shammai said the same thing, i.e., they both hold that 
even a live animal can become impure with the ritual impurity 


of food. 


And any live animal cannot become impure with the ritual 
impurity of food - posix agaw Nava ing om samy dar: Liv- 
ing animals are not susceptible to the impurity of foods, in 
accordance with the opinion of the Rabbis. Nevertheless, if one 


HALAKHA 


slaughtered a domesticated animal, an undomesticated animal, 
or a bird, it is susceptible to the impurity of foods even if it is still 
twitching, as stated in the mishna on 117b (Rambam Sefer Tahara, 
Hilkhot Tumat Okhalin 2:6). 
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The opinion of Rabbi Yosei HaGelili is that which we stated in the 
baraita. The opinion of Beit Shammai is as we learned in a mishna 
(Okatzin 3:8): With regard to fish, from when are they susceptible 
to impurity" as food? Beit Shammai say: From when they are 
caught" in a trap, as at this point they are considered food, since 
they do not require slaughter. And Beit Hillel say: From when they 
die. Rabbi Akiva says: From when they are no longer able to live. 


The Gemara analyzes that mishna: What is the difference between 
the opinions of Rabbi Akiva and Beit Hillel? Rabbi Yohanan said: 
The difference between them is the case of a convulsing fish." 
Rabbi Akiva holds that such a fish can already become ritually 
impure, while Beit Hillel require it to have actually died. 


Rav Hisda raises a dilemma: According to Rabbi Akiva, if symp- 
toms of a tereifa developed in a fish," e.g., a perforation in the 
intestines, which will certainly result in the animal’s death (see 42a), 
what is the halakha? Can it already be rendered ritually impure 
as if it were now dead? The Gemara clarifies: One can raise this 
dilemma according to the one who says that an animal that is a 
tereifa can live, i.e., it will not necessarily die within a year, and one 
can raise this dilemma according to the one who says that a tereifa 
cannot live, but will die within a year. 


HALAKHA 


Fish, from when are they susceptible to impurity - yga 031 Symptoms of a tereifa developed in a fish — 


WYD OATS 1i 


agaw poapn: Fish are susceptible to impurity from when they die, TDW: If a fish developed symptoms of a tereifa and then came into 


in "accordance with the opinion of Beit Hillel (Rambam Sefer Tahara, 
Hilkhot Tumat Okhalin 2:6). 


contact with a source of ritual impurity while it was still convuls- 
ing, it is uncertain whether it is considered dead and susceptible 
to impurity or whether it becomes susceptible to impurity only 
when it is entirely still like a stone. This uncertainty exists because 
the inquiry in the Gemara was not resolved (Rambam Sefer Tahara, 
Hilkhot Tumat Okhalin 2:6). 


NOTES 


Beit Shammai say, from when they are caught — D'nix "KAY ma 
ymis: The exclusion of fish from the requirement of slaughter is 
indicated by the verse: “If flocks and herds are slaughtered for them, 
will they suffice for them, or if all the fish of the sea are gathered 
together for them, will they suffice for them?” (Numbers 11:22). The 
fact that the verse mentions slaughter with regard to flocks and 
herds, but with regard to fish it merely refers to gathering, indicates 
that fish do not require slaughter. Nevertheless, some commentaries, 
such as the Rambam and Rav Se’adya Gaon, maintain that the act 
of gathering fish corresponds to an act of slaughter and is required 
in order to render the fish permitted for consumption (see 27b). 


The difference between them is the case of a convulsing fish - 
YA KDN YO WPI 3T: Rabbeinu Gershom Meor HaGola explains 
that the Gemara is referring to the difference between the opinions 
of Beit Hillel and Rabbi Akiva. Rabbi Akiva maintains that a fish 
taken out of water is susceptible to impurity, as it will ultimately die, 
whereas Beit Hillel rule that it is not susceptible to impurity until it 
actually dies. Rashi has a similar understanding but explains that the 
reference is to a fish with a dry spot the size of a sela coin between its 
fins, which cannot live (based on Shabbat 107b). Other commentar- 
ies contend that this difference is obvious, and the Gemara would 
not have inquired about it (Josafot). Instead, they explain that the 
Gemara’s question refers to the difference between the opinions of 
Beit Shammai and Rabbi Akiva. Rabbi Akiva holds that once a fish 
will inevitably die it is susceptible to impurity. Beit Shammai state 
that once it is caught it can become impure. The Gemara’s question 
concerns the fact that since any fish that is caught out of water will 


inevitably die, the two opinions appear to be identical. The Gemara 
answers that the difference is with regard to the case of a fish taken 
out of water that is convulsing. Since it will survive if it is returned to 
the water without delay, Rabbi Akiva would concede that it is not 
susceptible to impurity, whereas Beit Shammai claim that the very 
fact it has been caught is sufficient (see Torat Hayyim). 


Symptoms of a tereifa developed in a fish, etc. — °212°D D374 bn 
"31 79W: According to Rashi, this dilemma refers to the opinion of 
Rabbi Akiva, who maintains that fish that developed the condition 
that will cause them to die are already considered susceptible to 
impurity even before they actually die. The Gemara inquires as to 
whether or not that opinion can be extended to apply to a fish 
with symptoms of a tereifa. The Gemara's question is whether or 
not such symptoms in a fish are true indicators of the fact that it 
will ultimately die. This explanation assumes that according to the 
opinion of Beit Hillel, i.e., that even a fish taken out of water is not 
susceptible to impurity until it actually dies, fish with symptoms of a 
tereifa will certainly not be susceptible to impurity (Melo HaRo'im). 


According to the Rambam, the dilemma concerns the opinion 
of Beit Hillel. Perhaps Beit Hillel would concede that once a fish has 
developed symptoms of a tereifa it is susceptible to impurity as its 
inevitable death is physically evident in its body. This is similar to 
the case on 117b with regard to a slaughtered domesticated animal, 
undomesticated animal, or bird, which are considered dead with 
regard to the impurity of foods even if they are still twitching (Torat 
Hayyim; see also Minhat Hinnukh). 
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HALAKHA 


If an animal expelled a non-viable newborn — npon 
box: One is not liable for violating the prohibition against 
eating forbidden fats if he ate the fats of the non-viable 
newborn of a kosher animal. Nevertheless, he is flogged 
in this case for eating an animal carcass, as this fetus was 
not permitted by the slaughter of its mother. The hal- 
akha is in accordance with the statement that in any case 
where its months of gestation were not completed, it is 
not regarded as an animal (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot 
Ma‘akhalot Assurot 71, and see Maggid Mishne and Lehem 
Mishne there; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De'a 64:2). 


One inserted his hand into the womb of an animal - 
mana yd it wwii: If one inserted his hand into the 
womb of an animal and removed the fat of a live nine- 
month-old fetus and ate it, he is liable for eating the for- 
bidden fat of a domesticated animal, in accordance with 
the second version of the statement of Rabbi Yohanan 
(Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Ma‘akhalot Assurot 7:4; 
Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh Dea 64:3). 
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The Gemara elaborates: One can raise this dilemma according to 
the one who says that a tereifa can live," as perhaps that opinion is 
limited to an animal, as an animal has a strong life force, and it 
could live despite such symptoms. But with regard to a fish, whose 
life force is not strong, all would agree that it will not survive. Or 
perhaps, even according to the one who says that a tereifa cannot 
live, it is possible that this matter, that a tereifa is regarded as dead, 
applies only to an animal, as the requirement to slaughter it in order 
to permit it for consumption applies to this type of creature," i.e., 
to animals, and so to invalidate its slaughter, the Torah classifies an 
animal that is a tereifa as though it is dead. But with regard to fish, 
where the requirement to slaughter it in order to permit it does not 
apply to this type of creature, I would say that a fish with symptoms 
of a tereifa is not considered as though it were dead. The Gemara 
concludes: The dilemma shall stand unresolved. 


§ The Rabbis state in the mishna that a nine-month-old fetus is 
considered to be part of its mother. Therefore, when the mother is 
slaughtered, the entire fetus is permitted, including all its fats. The 
Gemara asks: If an animal expelled a non-viable newborn," what 
is the status of the fetus’s fat? Rabbi Yohanan said: Its fat is like the 
fat of any other domesticated animal, and one is liable to receive 
karet ifhe eats it. And Rabbi Shimon ben Lakish said: Its fat is like 
the fat of an undomesticated animal," which is not prohibited. 


The Gemara elaborates: Rabbi Yohanan said: Its fat is like the fat 
of any other domesticated animal, as he maintains that the exit of 
a fetus through the airspace of the opening of the womb causes it 
to be regarded as an independent animal. Rabbi Shimon ben Lak- 
ish said: Its fat is like the fat of an undomesticated animal, as he 
maintains that the completion of the months of gestation causes a 
fetus to be regarded as an independent animal, and this stillborn did 
not reach this stage. 


Some say that there is another explanation of this dispute: In any 
case where its months of gestation were not completed, everyone 
agrees that it is nothing, i.e., it is not an independent animal and its 
fat is not included in the prohibition of forbidden fats. When they 
disagree it is with regard to a case where one inserted his hand 
into the womb of an animal" and removed the fat of a live nine- 
month-old fetus and ate it. Rabbi Yohanan said: Its fat is like the 
fat of any other domesticated animal, as the months of gestation 
alone cause it to be regarded as an independent animal. Rabbi 
Shimon ben Lakish said: Its fat is like the fat of an undomesti- 
cated animal, as it is the months of gestation and its exit through 
the airspace of the opening of the womb that together cause it to 
be regarded as an independent animal. Since this fetus was not yet 
born, it is not subject to the prohibition of forbidden fats. 


NOTES 


One can raise this dilemma according to the one who says 
that a tereifa can live, etc. — 1D) 0T ADI WIN NID YBN: The 
symptoms of a tereifa that render it prohibited for consumption 
are a halakha transmitted to Moses from Sinai (see 43a). Janna’im 
and amora’‘im dispute whether the prohibition of tereifa depends 
on the fact that the animal will die within twelve months, or 
whether an animal can be a tereifa even if it can live for a longer 
period (57b). 


This matter applies only to an animal as slaughter applies to 
this type of creature - mwmw ayaa w7 maga sony sam: Accord- 
ing to Rabbeinu Gershom Meor HaGola, the Gemara here is 
linking the applicability of the requirement of slaughter with 
regard to specific living beings with whether or not symptoms 
of a tereifa are an indication that those creatures will die. This 
connection is problematic, as these two issues do not seem 
to be related. Furthermore, even according to the opinion that 
a tereifa cannot live, it is certainly not considered as though it 
were already dead, neither with regard to impurity, nor any other 


matter. Therefore, Rashi cites a different version of the Gemara 
that compares the significance of symptoms of a tereifa in a fish 
to the fact that there is no prohibition against eating such a fish. 
Other commentaries accept the standard version of the text and 
explain that the reference is to the halakha stated on 117b that a 
slaughtered animal that is still twitching is considered food with 
regard to ritual impurity. Consequently, the Gemara is saying 
that with regard to such an animal, which requires slaughter, it 
is regarded as food after slaughter, even before it has fully died. 
By contrast, with regard to fish, which are eaten only after they 
fully die, perhaps the inevitability of death is insufficient to have 
it be regarded as food (Melo HaRoiim). 


Its fat is like the fat of an undomesticated animal — sbn> iabn 
mm: The intention is only that these fats are not included in the 
prohibition that applies to fats of a domesticated animal. But 
these fats are certainly prohibited for consumption as, just like 
the rest of the fetus, they were not rendered permitted by the 
slaughter of the mother (Rashi). 
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Rabbi Yohanan raised an objection to Rabbi Shimon ben Lakish 
from a baraita that discusses the sacrifice of the fat surrounding a 
fetus inside a pregnant animal: Just as with regard to the require- 
ment to sacrifice the fat and two kidneys (see Leviticus 7:3-4), 
which is stated with regard to a guilt offering, the fat ofa fetus is 
excluded from the category of fats that one is required to sacrifice 
because a guilt offering is always a male, so too, with regard to 
every offering, even in the case of a female offering, the fat of a 
fetus is excluded from the category" of fats that one is required to 
sacrifice. 


Rabbi Yohanan explains his objection: Granted, according to my 
opinion that the fat of a fetus is forbidden for consumption, this is 
why a verse was necessary to exclude it from being sacrificed on 
the altar. But according to your opinion that it is not forbidden, 
why is a verse necessary to exclude it? Rabbi Shimon ben Lakish 
said to him: My explanation is also derived from the verse here, 
which serves as the source for the fact that the fat of a fetus is 
not forbidden. 


And some say that there is another version of this objection in 
which Rabbi Shimon ben Lakish raised an objection to Rabbi 
Yohanan from that baraita: Just as with regard to the requirement 
to sacrifice “the fat and two kidneys” that is stated with regard to 
a guilt offering, the fat of a fetus is excluded from the category 
of fats that one is required to sacrifice, so too, with regard to every 
offering, the fat of a fetus is excluded from the category of fats 
that one is required to sacrifice. 


Rabbi Shimon ben Lakish explains the objection: Granted, 
according to my opinion that the fat of the fetus is not prohibited 
like the other fats, it is due to that reason that the Merciful One 
excludes it from the requirement of being sacrificed. But accord- 
ing to your opinion, that the fat of the fetus is considered one of 
the forbidden fats, let it also be sacrificed. Rabbi Yohanan said to 
him: The reason that this fat is not sacrificed is just as it is with 
regard to an offering whose time has not yet arrived, i.e. it is not 
yet seven days old, which may not be sacrificed (see Leviticus 
22:27) despite being of a species of animal that may be sacrificed. 
Similarly, with regard to the fat of the fetus, despite being included 
among those fats that are prohibited, it may not be sacrificed. 


§ The Gemara returns to the dispute in the mishna with regard to 
a nine-month-old fetus found alive inside its slaughtered mother. 
Rabbi Meir holds that the fetus itself must be slaughtered in order 
to permit it, whereas the Rabbis hold that it is permitted by virtue 
of the slaughter of its mother. Rabbi Ami said: With regard to 
one who slaughtered a tereifa and found inside it a live nine- 
month-old fetus: According to the statement of Rabbi Meir, who 
prohibits a nine-month-old fetus found inside a kosher animal 
until it is slaughtered itself, if it is found inside a tereifa he permits 
the fetus once it is slaughtered itself. But according to the state- 
ment of Rabbi Yehuda, referred to as the Rabbis in the mishna, 
who permits a nine-month-old fetus found inside a kosher animal 
by virtue of the slaughter of its mother, if it is found inside a tereifa 
he prohibits it, even if it is slaughtered itself. 


Rava said: According to the statement of Rabbi Yehuda, who 
permits a nine-month-old fetus found inside a kosher animal by 
virtue of the slaughter of its mother, he also permits" it ifit is found 
inside a tereifa, once the fetus itself is slaughtered. The reason is that 
the Merciful One considers four simanim to be fit for slaughter, 
i.e, the windpipe and gullet of the mother and those of the fetus, 
with the fetus being permitted by the cutting of either pair. 


Rav Hisda said: With regard to one who slaughtered a tereifa and 
found inside it a live nine-month-old fetus, 


HALAKHA 
So too with regard to every offering the fat of a fetus 
is excluded from the category - dbs Kyn bs qx 
bbw: The fats of a fetus are not sacrificed upon the altar, 
as stated i in the baraita (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot 
Mavaseh HaKorbanot 1:19). 


According to the statement of one who permits he 
also permits — Awa 23 VAT nat: A live nine-month- 
old fetus found inside a tereifa is permitted by means 
of its own slaughter, in accordance with the opinion of 
Rava (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Ma‘akhalot Assurot 
5:15, and see Maggid Mishne there; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh 
Dea 13:3). 
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NOTES 


It requires slaughter, in accordance with whose 
opinion? In accordance with the opinion of Rabbi 

Meir — YAI N23 AM jAyw: Rashi explains Rava's 
difficulty as follows: The ruling that this animal requires 
slaughter and is not rendered permitted by the slaugh- 

er of its mother is possible only according to the opin- 
ion of Rabbi Meir, who maintains that a nine-month-old 

etus is not considered part of its mother and it is neither 
rendered pure nor permitted for consumption through 

her slaughter. Conversely, according to the opinion of 
he Rabbis, the slaughter of the mother does affect 
he offspring, albeit only with regard to ritual impurity. 
Therefore, the slaughter of the offspring itself should not 
be effective. Rav Hisda responds that the Torah permits 
an animal through the cutting of two of four simanim, 
and in this case even the offspring may be slaughtered, 
even according to the Rabbis. 

The other early commentaries question this inter- 
pretation, as Rava himself stated earlier that the Torah 
permits the slaughter of an animal through the cut- 
ing of two of four of its simanim. One explanation is 
hat Rava was aware of this answer but he wanted to 
hear Rav Hisda say it himself (Ramban). Alternatively, 
Rava spoke about the four simanim in that case only 
after he heard Rav Hisda mention it. Others suggest 
hat Rava was puzzled by Rav Hisda’s use of the phrase: 
Requires slaughter, which he understood to mean that 
its mother's slaughter is entirely ineffective with regard 
0 it, and this is possible only according to the opinion 
of Rabbi Meir. Rav Hisda explained that when he said: 
Requires slaughter, he simply meant that it is rendered 
permitted through its own slaughter, in accordance 
with the opinion of the Rabbis. 


The Merciful One considers four simanim to be 
fit — KITI Fa WK DD AYAIN: The Rabbis in the 
mishna hold that the slaugh er of an animal takes effect 
onanine-month-old fetus found alive inside of it as well. 
evertheless, the slaughter’s effect is limited in that it 
only renders the fetus pure from having the impurity of 
a carcass, but does not render it permitted for consump- 
ion. The novelty of Rav Hisda’s statement is that even 
hough the status of the offspring was already affected 
by that act of slaughter, which did not render it permit- 
ed for consumption, that does not preclude the pos- 
sibility that a subsequent slaughter performed on the 
offspring itself will render it permitted for consumption. 
The basis for this statement is that a nine-month-old 
etus can be permitted either through its own slaughter 
or through its mother's, as indicated in the end of the 
mishna that if one were to tear the mother open and 
hen directly slaughter the fetus itself, everyone agrees 
at the fetus would be permitted (74b). Rav Hisda takes 
his one step further and claims that even in a case 
where slaughter was first performed on the mother, 
he offspring can still be rendered permitted through 
its own slaughter (Rashi). 

Other commentaries explain that Rav Hisda was pre- 
senting a novelty within the opinion of Rabbi Meir. Even 
hough Rabbi Meir holds that a nine-month-old fetus 
can be permitted for consumption only by slaughter 
performed directly upon it, he concedes that its moth- 
er's slaughter will be effective in rendering it pure from 
he impurity of a carcass (Ba'al HaMaor; see Ramban). 


Rav Asi found him sitting and saying, etc. - PIW 
ADN DPTVDN ab: The printed version of the text 
reads: He found Rav Asi sitting. But as stated by Rashi, 
it is likely that the correct version is that Rav Asi, Rabbi 
Yohanan's student, found Rabbi Zeira sitting and saying 
this halakha, and Rav Asi quoted Rabbi Yohanan as say- 
ing the same ruling. 
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the fetus requires its own slaughter to permit its consumption, 
and it is subject to the obligation to give the foreleg and the 
jaw and the maw to a priest, as is required for a non-sacred 
animal that is slaughtered. But nevertheless, if it dies, the fact 
that its mother was slaughtered serves to render it pure with 
regard to imparting impurity to people through their carrying 
of it, as it does not impart the impurity of a carcass. 


Rava said to Rav Hisda: Your ruling is inconsistent. When you 
say it requires slaughter, in accordance with whose opinion 
is that? It is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Meir," 
that a live nine-month-old fetus is not permitted by virtue of 
its mother’s slaughter. But when you say that if it dies, it is 
pure with regard to imparting impurity through carrying, in 
accordance with whose opinion is that? It is in accordance 
with the opinion of the Rabbis. 


Rav Hisda replied: And according to your reasoning, the same 
difficulty arises with that which Rabbi Hiyya teaches in a 
baraita: With regard to one who slaughtered an animal that is 
a tereifa and found inside it a live nine-month-old fetus, it 
requires its own slaughter, and it is subject to the obligation 
to give the foreleg and the jaw and the maw to a priest. But 
nevertheless, if it dies, it is pure with regard to imparting 
impurity through carrying. When he says that it requires 
slaughter, in accordance with whose opinion is that? It is in 
accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Meir. But when he says 
that if it dies, it is pure with regard to imparting impurity 
through carrying, it is in accordance with the opinion of 
the Rabbis. 


Rava responded: That is not difficult, as it is possible that 
Rabbi Hiyya was speaking about if one found that the fetus 
had already died inside the mother. In sucha case, Rabbi Meir 
concedes that its mother’s slaughter renders it pure, as stated in 
the mishna. Accordingly, the baraita is entirely in accordance 
with the opinion of Rabbi Meir. But according to your opinion, 
that even if it was found alive and died later it is pure from the 
impurity of a carcass, it is difficult. 


Rav Hisda said to Rava: According to my opinion also it is 
not difficult, as I claim that the entire baraita is in accordance 
with the opinion of the Rabbis, and although the slaughter of 
its mother permits the fetus, its own slaughter can also permit 
it, as the Merciful One considers four simanim to be fit" for 
slaughter, two of the mother and two of the fetus, the fetus being 
permitted through the cutting of either pair. 


The Gemara relates: When Rabbi Zeira ascended to Eretz 
Yisrael, Rav Asi found him sitting and saying" this halakha of 
Rav Hisda, i.e., that the Merciful One considers four simanim 
to be fit for slaughter. Rav Asi said to him: That is correct, and 
so says Rabbi Yohanan. Rabbi Zeira asked him: Can I conclude 
by inference from your statement that Rabbi Shimon ben 
Lakish, Rabbi Yohanan’s colleague, disagrees with him? 


Rav Asi answered: I do not know, as after Rabbi Yohanan made 
his statement, Rabbi Shimon ben Lakish was waiting for himto 
see if he would retract, and he therefore remained silent about 
whether or not he disagreed. But it is possible that after I left, he 
disagreed. And some say that Rav Asi said: At that time, Rabbi 
Shimon ben Lakish was drinking, and that is why he remained 
silent. Therefore, I do not know whether or not he disagreed. 
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§ The mishna teaches that Rabbi Shimon Shezuri’ says: Even if a 
nine-month-old fetus emerged alive and is now five years old and 
plowing in the field it does not require slaughter. The Gemara asks: 
This opinion of Rabbi Shimon Shezuri is identical to that of the first 
tanna, i.e., the Rabbis. What difference is there between them? Rav 
Kahana said: The difference between them is a case where the fetus 
stood" upon the ground.” According to the opinion of the first 
tanna, once the fetus walks on the ground there is a rabbinic decree 
requiring that it be slaughtered before it is consumed, lest people 
mistakenly permit other animals without slaughter. Rabbi Shimon 
Shezuri disagrees and holds that it does not require slaughter. 


Rav Mesharshiyya said: According to the statement of the one 
who says that when defining the status of an animal one needs to 
be concerned with its paternity, if a ben pekua copulated with a 
full-fledged animal, the offspring" has no rectification." Although 
when the mother and father are each a ben pekua the offspring is 
permitted without ritual slaughter, if the father is a ben pekua but 
the mother is not, the offspring is simultaneously defined as requir- 
ing slaughter, based on the mother, and being excluded from the 
requirement for slaughter, based on the father. Therefore, no act of 
slaughter can permit it. 


Abaye says: Everyone, i.e., even the first tanna, who requires the 

slaughter of a ben pekua that stood upon the ground, agrees with 
regard to a ben pekua with non-cloven hooves" that was found 

inside a kosher animal, that it is permitted by virtue of the slaughter 
of its mother. What is the reason for this? It is that people remem- 
ber any bizarre matter, and there is no concern that ifit is permitted 

without slaughter, people will mistakenly permit regular animals 

without slaughter. Some say that Abaye said: Everyone agrees with 

regard to a ben pekua with non-cloven hooves found inside an 

animal with non-cloven hooves that was itself born to a kosher 
animal, that the fetus is permitted without slaughter even if it stood 

on the ground. What is the reason? It is that people remember two 

bizarre matters. 


PERSONALITIES 


Rabbi Shimon Shezuri — ww yiviaw *27: A fourth-generation 
tanna, Rabbi Shimon Shezuri was apparently a disciple of Rabbi 
Tarfon, but his primary discussions were with the most important 
disciples of Rabbi Akiva. His opinions are mentioned in the Mishna 
and in baraitot, although there are only a few tanna‘im who report 
traditions in his name. Little is known about his life. The appellation 
Shezuri has been explained in various ways. Some suggest that it 


alludes to his occupation, one who spins [shozer] fibers (Introduc- 
tion to Rambam’s Commentary on the Mishna), or to the place 
where he lived, Shezor (Kaftor VaFerah). In fact, the name Shezor has 
been preserved within the name of a Druze village known as Sajur 
located south of Peki‘in, near which the modern Israeli community 
of Shezor was established. 


HALAKHA 


Stood — p57: If one slaughtered an animal and found a live nine- 
month-old fetus inside it, as long as it has not stood upon the 
ground it does not require slaughter. Some commentaries say that 
it must be killed before it may be eaten (Jevuot Shor), due to the 
prohibition: “You shall not eat with the blood” (Leviticus 19:26). If 
it stood upon the ground it requires slaughter, in accordance with 
the opinion of the Rabbis. In any case, the symptoms of a tereifa 
do not render it prohibited, in accordance with the interpretation 
of Tosafot and other early commentaries (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, 
Hilkhot Ma‘akhalot Assurot 5:14; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 13:2). 


If a ben pekua copulated with a full-fledged animal the 
offspring - That syn mana by reat myape ya: If a ben pekua 
copulated with a full-fledged animal, the offspring has no rec- 
tification. If a male ben pekua produced offspring with a female 
ben pekua, the offspring is permitted. Nevertheless, this animal 
requires slaughter by rabbinic law, as it stood upon the ground, 
but the signs of a tereifa do not render it prohibited, in accordance 
with the interpretation of the Ran (Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 13:4). 


A ben pekua with non-cloven hooves — 15 {a obp: If the 
hooves of a ben pekua are not cloven or if it has some other 
unusual feature, it is permitted for consumption without slaughter. 
Although the halakha generally follows the second version of the 
statement of a Sage, in this case it is in accordance with the first 
statement of Abaye. This is because the second statement does not 
appear in some versions of the Gemara. Furthermore, it is reason- 
able that the halakha should be lenient in this case, as the prohibi- 
tion against consuming a ben pekua without slaughter applies by 
rabbinic law and is merely due to the appearance of prohibition 
(Gra). Some authorities, such as the Ran, citing the geonim, permit 
only the case of a ben pekua with non-cloven hooves born from a 
mother with non-cloven hooves, as there are two unusual features 
in this case. This ruling is in accordance with the principle that the 
halakha follows the second version of the statement of a Sage 
(Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh Dea 13:2). 


NOTES 


The difference between them is where the fetus 
stood upon the ground — XXY% YP? aa by pai 
yma: According to the Rabbis, there is a concern 
that people will permit the consumption of a regu- 
lar animal without slaughter. Some commentaries 
explain that the intention is that the animal stood 
on its legs (Or Zarua), while others say that it means 
that it began to walk (Rashi; Arukh). 


Ifa ben pekua copulated with a full-fledged animal 
the offspring has no rectification -5y xaT ypa] 
mpa b py shit xnmbyn mana: Rashi explains that 


since, 
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ter, itis considered as though one of its two simanim 
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Ze eiri says that Rabbi Hanina says: The halakha is in accordance 
with the opinion of Rabbi Shimon ben Shezuri that a ben pekua is 
permitted without slaughter even ifit stood upon the ground. And 
similarly, Rabbi Shimon Shezuri would permit without slaughter 
the offspring of a ben pekua and the offspring of its offspring, and 
so on to the end of all future generations. Rabbi Yohanan says: It, 
the ben pekua itself, is permitted, but its offspring is prohibited 
unless it is slaughtered. 


The Gemara relates: Adda bar Havu had a ben pekua that was 

attacked bya bear and was about to die. He came before Rav Ashi 
to inquire what to do. Rav Ashi said to him: Go and slaughter it" 

before it dies so that you can eat it, in accordance with the opinion 
of the first tanna that if a ben pekua stood upon the ground it requires 

slaughter. Adda bar Havu said to Rav Ashi: But doesn’t Zeeiri say 
that Rabbi Hanina says: The halakha is in accordance with the 

opinion of Rabbi Shimon Shezuri that a ben pekua is permitted 

without slaughter even if it stood upon the ground, and similarly, 
Rabbi Shimon Shezuri would permit without slaughter the off- 
spring of a ben pekua and the offspring of its offspring, and so on 

to the end of all future generations? And even Rabbi Yohanan, 
who disagreed, said his dissenting opinion only with regard to its 

offspring, but with regard to a ben pekua itself, he did not disagree 

that it is permitted. 


Rav Ashi said to Adda bar Havu: Rabbi Yohanan was speaking 
according to the statement of Rabbi Shimon Shezuri, i.e., he said 
that even Rabbi Shimon Shezuri permits only a ben pekua itself, but 
not its offspring. But Rabbi Yohanan himself agrees with the first 
tanna that a ben pekua that stood upon the ground is prohibited 
without slaughter. 


Adda bar Havu persisted: But didn’t Ravin bar Hanina say that 
Ulla says that Rabbi Hanina says with regard to a different issue: 
The halakha is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Shimon 
Shezuri; and moreover, not only is the halakha in accordance with 
his opinion with regard to this matter, but in any place where Rabbi 
Shimon Shezuri taught a halakha in our Mishna, the halakha is in 
accordance with his opinion? 


Rav Ashi said to Adda bar Havu: I hold in accordance with this 
statement of Rabbi Yonatan, as Rabbi Yonatan says: The halakha 
is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Shimon Shezuri in the 
case of one who is dangerously ill, and in the case of teruma of the 
tithe of doubtfully tithed produce [demai], but not in other cases, 
e.g, in the case of his disagreement with the first tanna concerning 
a ben pekua. 


NOTES 


Go and slaughter it - monw bn: Since the animal was attacked 
by a bear, or a wolf according to Rashi, it is considered to have 
symptoms of a tereifa. Nevertheless, unlike a full-fledged animal 
with such symptoms, a ben pekua with symptoms of a tereifa is 
permitted for consumption once it is slaughtered. The early com- 
mentaries explain that this is because by Torah law a ben pekua is 
permitted for consumption even without slaughter. The require- 
ment to slaughter it is a rabbinic obligation to avoid the possibility 
that someone might not be aware of the animal's status and think 
that the person was eating a full-fledged animal without slaughter. 
Since the prohibition is only due to appearances, it is sufficient if the 


animal is slaughtered, and there is no need to also be concerned 
about the existence of symptoms of a tereifa. Furthermore, the 
Sages do not apply their decrees to unusual situations (Ramban). 
Other commentaries disagree and insist that just as the Sages 
imposed the requirement of slaughter with regard to this animal, 
they likewise applied the halakhot of tereifa to it. Accordingly, they 
maintain that the instruction of Rav Ashi to slaughter the animal 
included the requirement to examine it to see whether or not it 
had developed symptoms of a tereifa when it was attacked (Sefer 
Halttur; Ra’ah). 
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The Gemara now elaborates on these two cases. The case of one who 

is dangerously ill is as we learned in a mishna (gittin 6b): Initially, 
the Sages would say that in the case of one who is taken out in a 

neck chain [ bekolar]' to be executed and who said: Write a bill of 
divorce for my wife, these people who hear should write the docu- 
ment and give it to her. Although there was no explicit instruction 

to give it to her, this is understood to have been his intention, in 

order to release her from the obligation to perform levirate marriage 

or the ritual through which she becomes free of her levirate bonds 

[halitza]. They then said that this halakha applies even to one who 

sets sail and one who departs in a caravan to a distant place. A bill 

of divorce is given to his wife under these circumstances even if her 
husband said only: Write a bill of divorce for my wife. Rabbi Shi- 
mon ben Shezuri says: Even in the case of one who is dangerously 
ill" who gives that instruction, they write the bill of divorce and give 

it to his wife. 


The case of teruma of the tithe of demai" is as we learned in a 
mishna (Demai 4:1): With regard to teruma of the tithe of demai, 
i.e., teruma of the tithe that was separated from the produce of an 
am ha ‘aretz, who is suspected of not separating tithes properly, that 
fell and returned to its original place, becoming mingled with the 
rest of produce from which it had been separated, Rabbi Shimon 
ben Shezuri says: Even ona weekday one may ask the am ha‘aretz 
whether or not he separated the necessary tithes and then eat based 
on his statement." 


‘HALAKHA 


One who is dangerously ill — 1303: With regard to one who 
is dangerously ill, who sets sail in a boat, or who departs in a 
caravan to a distant place, if he said: Write a bill of divorce for 
my wife, those who hear should write one and give it to his wife. 
This halakha is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Shimon 
Shezuri (Rambam Sefer Nashim, Hilkhot Geirushin 2:12; Shulhan 
Arukh, Even HaEzer 141:16). 


Even on a weekday one may ask him and eat based on his 
statement - voby pix byiw Sina ye: Demaiis produce taken 
rom an am haaretz, one who is not trusted with regard to the 
separation of tithes. The Sages decreed that tithes and teruma of 
he tithe must be set aside from this produce, though there is no 
obligation to separate teruma from it, as even amei ha‘aretz were 
careful with regard to the separation of teruma. The Sages stated 
hat on Shabbat one may ask an am ha‘aretz whether or not he 
had separated his tithes and eat the produce if he affirms that he 
did so. At the conclusion of Shabbat one may no longer eat from 
hat produce until he has separated the tithes. Rabbi Shimon She- 
zuri maintains that just as the Sages permitted relying on an am 
haaretz in deference to Shabbat, as there is no way of rectifying 
he produce on Shabbat, the same applies in this case: Since the 


NOTES 


Teruma of the tithe of demai — 137 hw wyn nana: If one who 
is not trusted with regard to tithes was seen separating teruma of 
the tithe from his produce, which has the status of demai, then if 
this teruma fell back into the produce or into other produce and 
he claims that he set aside the teruma of the tithe again from that 
produce, his statement is believed and the produce is permitted. 
This applies even on a weekday. This halakha is in accordance 
with the opinion of Rabbi Shimon Shezuri (Rambam Sefer Zeraʻim, 
Hilkhot Ma‘aser 12:4, and see Ra’avad there). 


teruma of the tithe of demai fell back into its original place, where 
it cannot be rectified, as it prohibits non-sacred produce of up to 
ninety-nine times its volume, the Sages allowed one to rely on 
the statement of an am haaretz that he had separated the tithes 
(Rashi; see also Rashi on Menahot 30b). In the Jerusalem Talmud 
a different reason is stated: The Sages permitted relying on an am 
haaretz on Shabbat because he is afraid to lie on the holy day. 
Similarly, when he sees teruma being separated from his produce, 
he becomes fearful of this prohibition and would not lie when 
questioned about it (see Josafot). Some commentaries explain 
this halakha as saying that the am ha‘aretz is deemed credible if he 
says that after the teruma of the tithe fell back inside, he rectified 
the produce (Rambam, and see Ra‘avad). 


LANGUAGE 


Chain [kolar] - bip: From the Latin collare, referring to a 
neck band or chain collar worn by captives or animals. 


Roman prisoner's neck chain 
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MI S HN A With regard to an animal whose hind legs 


were severed,™ if they were severed from 


the leg joint and below," the animal is kosher; from the leg joint 
and above, the animal is thereby rendered a tereifa and is not kosher. 
And likewise, an animal whose convergence of sinews? was 


removed"" is a tereifa and is not kosher. 


Animal whose hind legs were severed — ron IOAN maga: 
This image depicts the skeletal structure of the hindquarters of 
a cow. The area of the convergence of sinews is circled. 


Hindquarters of a cow 


Animal whose hind legs were severed — ron yA maga: 
With regard to an animal whose hind leg was severed, if it was 
severed at the lower joint, i.e., the leg joint that is sold together 
with the head, the animal is kosher. If a hind leg was severed in 
the upper bone, the femur, the animal is a tereifa. With regard 
to the middle bone, if it was severed anywhere other than 
the place of the convergence of sinews the animal is kosher. 
If it was severed in the area of the convergence of sinews the 
animal is a tereifa because its sinews have been cut. This is the 
opinion of the Rif and the Rambam, who rule in accordance 
with the second version of the statement of Rav Yehuda. Some 
commentaries prohibit the animal if the leg was severed any- 
where on the middle bone, even if it was not in the place of 
the convergence of sinews, and even if the sinews themselves 
are intact. This is the opinion of Rashi, who rules in accordance 
with the first, more stringent, version of Rav Yehuda’s statement. 
According to this opinion, if the leg was severed in the connect- 
ing area between the leg joint that is sold together with the 


From the leg joint [arkuba] and below, etc. — 731D9%77 pa 
^3) ma: The leg of an animal comprises three main bones 
apart from the small bones in the area of the hoof: The first is 
the lower bone, or metatarsus. It was often sold together with 
the head of the animal, as it contained little flesh. Connected 
to that is the middle bone, or tibia. This connects to the third, 
upper bone, also referred to as the thigh bone, or femur, which 
is connected to the tail bone. The area that forms the con- 
nection between each pair of bones is called the arkuba. The 
Gemara will discuss whether the mishna is referring to the join 
that connects the metatarsus and the tibia, or the joint tha 
connects the tibia and the femur. 


The early commentaries disagree as to the precise definition 
of the arkuba. Rashi indicates that it refers to the entire join 
that connects two bones, and that the joint is itself composed 
of several small bones. This is the interpretation followed in the 
commentary here. Other early commentaries maintain that i 


| BACKGROUND ~ 


- HALAKHA 


NOTES 


Convergence of sinews — pta niy: 

This diagram depicts the location of the convergence of the 
sinews according to (1) the first interpretation of Rashi, (2) the 
second interpretation of Rashi, and (3) the Ra’avad. 


Convergence of the sinews 


head and the middle bone, the animal is a tereifa, though the 
later commentaries disagree as to the precise definition of this 
area. The Rema writes that in the lands of Ashkenaz and France 
the custom is to be stringent, in accordance with this second 
opinion (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Shehita 8:11; Shulhan 
Arukh, Yoreh Dea 55:1). 


Whose convergence of sinews was removed - nix bow 
pam: If the convergence of sinews in the thigh was severed 
or removed, the animal is a tereifa, even if the entire bone is 
intact. The convergence of sinews in the thigh of an animal is 
in the rear area of the middle bone, the place covered by the 
tail (Rashi). Some say that it is on the inside of the leg, toward 
the body of the animal (Ra’avad). One should be stringent in 
accordance with both opinions, although the first opinion is 
considered the more authoritative one (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, 
Hilkhot Shehita 8:17; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De'a 56:1-2, and in the 
comment of Rema). 


refers to the upper portion of each of the large bones, and the 
small bones connected to it (Ramban; Meiri). A third opinion 
holds that the arkuba is one of the larger bones (Rosh). 


Convergence of sinews was removed - pran mix bon: At 
he bottom of the middle bone, or tibia, on the rear side (Rashi), 
here is a convergence of three sinews that emerge from three 
muscles in the upper part of the thigh. They converge into 
what appears to be a single sinew, which eventually reaches 
he bone of the hoof. This is called the convergence of sinews 
in the thigh. The Gemara will discuss the limits of the area of 
his convergence of sinews. It is apparent from the Gemara that 
he phrase: Convergence of sinews in the thigh was removed, 
means that the leg was severed at that place, thereby removing 
he convergence of sinews. It is also possible that the mishna 
means that the convergence of sinews itself was removed, 
without the severing of the bone, as this also renders the animal 
a tereifa. 
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If the bone of a limb was broken" but the limb was not completely 
severed, and the animal was then slaughtered, if the majority of the 
flesh surrounding the bone is intact, the slaughter of the animal 
renders it permitted; but if not, its slaughter does not render 
it permitted." 


G E M ARA Rav Yehuda says that Rav says that Rabbi 


Hiyya says: When the mishna makes refer- 
ence to the leg being severed from the leg joint and below, it means 
that the cut was below the leg joint, and when it says that if it was 
severed from the leg joint and above it is a tereifa, it means that the 
cut was above the leg joint. And with regard to which leg joint did 
they say this? With regard to the leg joint that is sold together 
with the head of the animal." This is the lower leg joint that con- 
nects the lower bone, or metatarsus, and middle bone, or tibia. 
Accordingly, the animal is a tereifa only if the leg was severed in the 
middle bone or upper bone. 


Ulla says that Rabbi Oshaya says: The mishna is referring to the leg 
joint that in most animals cannot be seen from the outside, but 
the corresponding joint in the leg of a camel is prominent and 
conspicuous.’ This is referring to the joint between the upper bone, 
or femur, and middle bone, or tibia. Accordingly, the animal is a 
tereifa only if it was severed in the upper bone. 


Ulla said to Rav Yehuda: Granted, according to my opinion, as I 
say it means the joint whose corresponding joint in the leg of a 
camel is conspicuous, i.e., the upper joint, this explanation is con- 
sistent with that which the mishna teaches: And likewise, an ani- 
mal whose convergence of sinews was removed is not kosher. The 
convergence of sinews lies on the lower part of the middle bone. 
Since I hold that if the middle bone is severed, this does not render 
the animal a tereifa, it is necessary for the mishna to teach that 
nevertheless, if that bone was severed at the point of the conver- 
gence of sinews, this would render it a tereifa. But according to your 
opinion that the mishna is referring to the lower joint, and if the 
middle bone is severed, this renders the animal a tereifa, what is the 
purpose of teaching: And likewise, an animal whose convergence 
of sinews was removed is not kosher? 


NOTES 
With regard to the leg joint [arkuba] that is sold together 


Its slaughter does not render it permitted [metaharto] — p% 
inyon inwe: Such a limb has the status of a hanging limb, 
which is prohibited for consumption, as derived on 73b from the 
verse: “And flesh that is torn [tereifa] in the field, you shall not 
eat” (Exodus 22:30; see Rashi here). The Gemara’s use of the term 
metaharto, which refers to ritual purity, appears to indicate that 


just like a limb severed from a living animal, which imparts 
impurity by carrying. This is in fact the opinion of Rav cited in 
he Gemara on 76b. According to the opinion of Rav Hisda, the 


oreover, on 74a it was stated in the name of Rabbi Yohanan 
hat this prohibition against eating the limb does not apply by 
Torah law, and the verse cited in this regard is a mere support 
or the halakha. 


his hanging limb imparts impurity after the animal's slaughter, 


mishna is referring solely to the prohibition of consumption. 


with the head — wn oy many naawa: The early com- 
mentaries disagree as to 5 the definition of the arkuba. According 
to Rashi it is one of the joints between the larger bones of the 
leg. Others maintain that the phrase: The arkuba that is sold 
together with the head, refers to the top part of the lower 
bone (Ramban). This explanation does not contradict that of 
Rashi, as it includes the small tarsal joint above the lower bone. 
According to this opinion, the phrase: From the arkuba and 
below, means: From the upper edge of the arkuba and below, 
and the animal is a tereifa only if the middle bone, the tibia, was 
severed. Other early commentaries contend that the arkuba 
that is sold with the head includes the entire lower bone, and 
according to Ulla, the entire middle bone is called the arkuba 
(see Rosh and Rabbi Ovadya Bartenura). 


HALAKHA 

The bone was broken - ogy vaw): With regard to any 
area of the leg that, if it were severed, would render the 
animal a tereifa, if it was just broken but not severed, 
and it protrudes outward, and the skin and flesh do not 
cover most of the width nor most of the circumference 
of the bone, itis a tereifa. If the skin and flesh cover most 
of the width and most of the circumference of the bone, 
it is still kosher (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Shehita 
8:12; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh Dea 55:5). 


BACKGROUND 
The corresponding joint in a camel is conspicuous — 
2 bora $7333: The area that is conspicuous in a camel 
lies close to the stomach in a cow, and is covered by 
muscles and other substances, and therefore it is not 
noticeable. 


Dromedary, with conspicuous joint circled 
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Rav Yehuda said to Ulla: According to my opinion, the mishna is 
referring to two cases: The first is where the leg was severed above 
the lower leg joint, in the middle bone, without the removal of the 
convergence of sinews, and the second is where the convergence 
of sinews was removed without the leg above the leg joint being 
severed. Ulla then asked Rav Yehuda: But the mishna teaches: 
Were severed," indicating that the leg was entirely severed, which 
perforce includes the convergence of sinews. Rav Yehuda was silent, 
as he did not have a resolution. 


After Ulla left, Rav Yehuda said to himself: What is the reason that 
I did not say to him the following resolution: When the mishna 
states that if the leg was severed below the leg joint the animal is 
kosher, it means below the lower leg joint, and when it says that if 
it was severed above it is a tereifa, it means in the middle bone above 
the convergence of sinews. Accordingly, it would still be necessary 
to teach that if the convergence of sinews was removed, this would 
render it a tereifa. 


Rav Yehuda then said to himself: It is good that I did not suggest 
this resolution, as did I not initially say a resolution to him, and he 

said to me that it was refuted by the fact that the mishna teaches: 
Were severed, which clearly indicates that it was severed com- 
pletely? Here too, he could have said: You cannot explain the 

mishna as referring only to severing the leg above the convergence 

of sinews, as the mishna teaches: From the lower leg joint and 

above, which clearly includes the entire middle bone, including the 

area of the convergence of sinews. 


Rav Pappa teaches the previous discussion like this: Rav Yehuda 
says that Rav says that Rabbi Hiyya says: When the mishna refers 
to severing the leg below, it means severing below both the leg 
joint and the convergence of sinews, i.e., the lower bone was sev- 
ered, and when it refers to severing the leg above, it means severing 
above both the leg joint and the convergence of sinews, i.e., the 
upper bone was severed. And then the mishna adds that with regard 
to the middle bone, it is only a tereifa when the convergence of 
sinews was removed. And this explanation assumes that the leg 
joint itself is referring to the upper leg joint, in accordance with 
that which Ulla said that Rabbi Oshaya said, i.e., that it means 
the joint whose corresponding joint in the leg of a camel is 
conspicuous. 


The Gemara questions Rav Pappa’s explanation of the opinions of 
Ulla and Rav Yehuda: But is there any possibility that if one went 
higher up the leg and severed the middle bone above the conver- 
gence of sinews, it would live, i.e., the animal would not be a tereifa, 
but if one went down the leg and severed it on the convergence of 
sinews, it would be a tereifa and would die within twelve months? 
It is illogical that severing more of the leg is less life-threatening for 
the animal. 


Rav Ashi said: Are you comparing different types of tereifot to one 
another? One cannot say with regard to tereifot that this is similar 
to that, as different areas of an animal's body react differently: One 
cuts it from here, at a low point on the animal’s body, and it could 
die; and one cuts it from there, at a higher point, and it could live. 


But it teaches, were severed — 389p 131M N71: As explained in 
the commentary, the term: Were severed, indicates that both the 
leg joint and the convergence of sinews were severed. If so, it is 
illogical for the mishna to initially teach the halakha in the case 
of the leg being severed entirely, which includes both the joint 


NOTES 


to teach the halakha concerning the removal of the convergence 
of sinews alone. It would have been simpler for the mishna to 
state the halakha concerning the removal of the convergence 
of sinews alone, because then the halakha in a case where the 
leg was severed at that point would have been obvious (Rashi). 


and the convergence of sinews of the thigh, and then to proceed 
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§ The Gemara asks: And which parts are included in the conver- 
gence of sinews," such that if they are removed it renders the 
animal a tereifa? The sinews at the bottom of the bone cleave to it, 
as there is no flesh on that part of the bone. A short distance above 
that they separate from the bone and then they diverge from each 
other as they enter the flesh. Rabba says that Rav Ashi says: Those 
which are off the bone, before they diverge. Rabba bar Rav Huna 
says that Rav Ashi says: Those which are adjacent to the bone." 
Rava, son of Rabba bar Rav Huna, says that Rav Asi says: The 
convergence of sinews begins even lower and includes those which 
are above the arkum bone," a small bone that lies between the lower 
bone and the middle bone of the leg. 


The Gemara relates: One of the Sages sat before Rabbi Abba, and 
he sat and said: The convergence of sinews includes the sinews of 
the arkum bone itself. Rabbi Abba said to his students: Do not 
listen to that Sage, as his ruling is too stringent. This is what Rav 
Yehuda said: It is in the place where butchers split open" the ani- 
mal’s leg. The Gemara comments: And this is the same as that which 
Rava, son of Rabba bar Rav Huna, says that Rav Asi says, i.e., that 
it includes the sinews above the arkum. 


HALAKHA 


Which parts are in the convergence of sinews in the thigh - 
PPT Ny YT +x: The convergence of sinews in the thigh starts 
above the arkum bone, which is a small bone that connects 
the middle bone, or tibia, to the leg joint that is sold together 
with the head. From this point upward these sinews converge 
and then spread across the tibia until they soften like flesh. In 
large domesticated animals the length of the convergence of 


Which parts are in the convergence of sinews in the thigh - 
Panas y by: As explained on the following amud, the con- 
vergence of sinews in the thigh consists of three sinews, one 
thick sinew and two thinner ones. The commentaries disagree 
as to the identification of these three sinews. Some understand 
from Rashi’s comments that the thick sinew extends from the 
rear bone that protrudes from underneath the thigh, while the 
two thin sinews pass alongside it. This interpretation is prob- 
lematic as these sinews do not converge until below the joint. 
One explanation is that in this context the term: Convergence, 
means that they are adjacent to each other (see Sihat Hullin). 
Others maintain that according to Rashi the convergence of 
sinews in the thigh refers to that sinew at the rear, which further 
up along the thigh divides into three sinews that reach three 
different muscles (see Da‘at Torah on Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh 
De‘a 56:10). 


Those which are adjacent to the bone - ws saat: Rashi 
maintains that according to this opinion the area of the con- 
vergence of sinews is limited to the place where the sinews are 
adjacent to the bone, but not higher than that. Others contend 
hat the convergence of sinews occupies a larger space accord- 
ing to this opinion than according to that of Rabba citing Rav 
Ashi (Rosh; Rid). The Ra‘avad, cited at length by the Ramban, 
has an entirely different interpretation of this passage: He states 
hat there are two convergences of sinews, one that faces the 
body inward, and another that faces outward on the area of the 
body covered by the tail. Rabba bar Rav Huna claims that the 
convergence of sinews is the inner one, whereas Rabba rules 
hat it is the outer one (see Ramban). 


The arkum bone - siaxp1y: The commentaries concur that 
he arkum bone is one of the small bones in the animal's 
arsal joint. Yet there are six small bones in the joint, and the 


NOTES 


the sinews is sixteen fingerbreadths, and some say four finger- 
breadths. The Sages did not provide a measure in the case of 
small domesticated animals. Rather, the convergence of sinews 
continues until the sinews begin to soften or become small 
and thin, as stated by the amora’‘im in the Gemara (Rambam 
Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Shehita 8:13; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 
563-5). 


commentaries disagree as to which one of them is being 
referred to. Some say that it refers to the small bone that pro- 
trudes backward at the bottom of the thigh, but there are also 
claims in favor of one of the other five bones (see Sihat Hullin). 


Tarsal joint, with bones identified by some commentaries as the arkum 


Where butchers split open — *Mav 19997 X27: Rashi cites 
two interpretations of this phrase. His first suggestion is that it 
means the place where an incision is made in the animal's leg 
in order to separate the flesh from the bone with the aim of 
cutting out the sinews. The second suggestion is that it refers to 
the place where butchers usually cut open the animal in order 
to flay it. The Ra’avad offers a third interpretation, that it is the 
place where butchers perforate the legs of the animal so that 
they can hang it up. 


BACKGROUND 
Which parts are in the convergence of sinews in the 
thigh — pran nais yt bx: This image shows three sinews. 
The largest passes behind a small bone that protrudes back- 
ward. Some say that this bone is the arkum. 


Possible boundaries of the convergence of the sinews 
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NOTES 

The convergence of sinews that they spoke of 
is the place where the sinews converge - mix 
ponis pranw nipa raxw opan: According to 
some commentaries, this is the same area referred 
to by Rav Yehuda when he said: Where the butchers 
split open, which, as stated by the Gemara, is the 
place mentioned by Rava, son of Rabba bar Rav 
Huna, citing Rav Asi, i.e., the area above the arkum 
bone (Rif). 


Prominent...subsumed...hard, etc. — oa 
a>)! mwa: Some commentaries explain that 
all these descriptions refer to the same part of the 
convergence; as the sinews rise upward and spread 
they soften like flesh, become thinner, and redden 
(Ra‘avad; see Ramban). 


Perek IV 
Daf 76 Amud b 


NOTES 
There is a majority of the structure — 311 KYNI 
pa: According to this opinion, the animal is a tereifa 
only if both a majority of the number of sinews and 
a majority of their structure have been severed, i.e., 
two sinews, one of which is the thick one. 
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Rav Yehuda says that Shmuel says: The convergence of sinews 

that they spoke of in the mishna is the place where the sinews 

converge” and appear as though they are a single entity. The Gemara 

asks: And until how far does it extend? One of the Sages, and his 

name is Rav Ya’akov, said to them: When we were studying in the 

school of Rav Yehuda, he said to us: Hear from me a matter that 

I heard from a great man, and who is he? Shmuel. The conver- 
gence of sinews that they spoke of is the place where the sinews 

converge, and it extends from the place where they converge until 

the place where they diverge and are subsumed within the flesh. 


The Gemara asks: And how far is this? Abaye said: Four hand- 
breadths in an ox. The Gemara asks: What is the measure in a small 
domesticated animal? Abaye said: There is no set measure; rather, 
as long as the sinews are prominent and are not subsumed within 
the flesh, they are part of the convergence of sinews, but once they 
are subsumed they are not considered part of the convergence of 
sinews. 


Abaye adds: The sinews that are hard" are part of the convergence 
of sinews; those that are soft are not part of the convergence of 
sinews. Those that are thick are part of the convergence of sinews; 
those that are thin are not part of the convergence of sinews. Those 
that are white are part of the convergence of sinews; those that are 
not white are not part of the convergence of sinews. 


Mar bar Rav Ashi said: Once the sinews begin to be translucent," 
even if they are not actually white, they are considered part of the 
convergence of sinews. 


§ With regard to the removal of the convergence of sinews, which 
renders the animal a tereifa, Ameimar says in the name of Rav 
Zevid: There are three strands," i.e., sinews; one is thick and the 
other two are thin. If the thick sinew was severed, a majority of 
the structure of the convergence of sinews is gone, as the thick 
sinew is thicker than the other two combined. If the thin ones were 
severed, then a majority of the number of sinews is gone. If either 
type of majority has been severed, the animal is rendered a tereifa. 
Conversely, Mar bar Rav Ashi teaches a lenient version of this 
ruling: If the thick sinew was severed, since there is a majority of 
the number of sinews that remains, the animal is not a tereifa. Like- 
wise, if the thin ones were severed, since there is a majority of the 
structure" that remains intact, the animal is not a tereifa. 


HALAKHA 


HULLIN: PEREK IV: 76B: ATT pp 


Once they begin to be translucent, etc. — ^13) 37 1D: Sinews 
that are not fully white but have a translucent appearance are not 
part of the convergence of sinews. This halakha is based upon the 
opinion of Tosafot, citing Rabbeinu Hananel and Rabbeinu Tam, and 
is not in accordance with the opinion of Mar bar Rav Ashi (Shulhan 
Arukh, Yoreh De'a 56:5). 


There are three strands, etc. — 121917 DIN xoa: The convergence 
of sinews in an animal consists of two thin sinews and one thick 


one. If only the thick one is severed the animal is permitted, as a 
majority of the number of sinews remains intact. If the two thin 
ones are severed the animal is likewise permitted, as the remaining 
sinew is thicker than the other two put together and so a majority 
of the structure remains. This halakha is in accordance with the 
opinion of Mar bar Rav Ashi, as the halakha generally follows his 
rulings (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Shehita 8:18, and see Kesef 
Mishne there; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De'a 56:7, and see Shakh there). 
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The Gemara comments: All this applies to animals, whereas with 
regard to birds," there are sixteen strands; if even one of them 
is severed, it is a tereifa. Mar bar Rav Ashi said: I was standing 
before father, i.e, Rav Ashi, and they brought before him a bird, 
and he examined it to see ifit was a tereifa and found fifteen sinews. 
There was one of them that was different from the others; he 
broke it apart and it was found to be composed of two sinews. 


The Gemara returns to the issue of the convergence of sinews in an 
animal. Rav Yehuda says that Rav says: The convergence of sinews 
of which the Sages spoke, stating that if it is severed the animal is a 
tereifa, is referring to the severing of the majority of it." Rav Yehuda 
added: What is the meaning of the majority of it? This means the 
majority of one of the sinews. Rav Yehuda further stated: When I 
stated this halakha in the name of Rav before Shmuel, he said to 
me: Since they are three sinews, when one of them is severed 
entirely, there are still two remaining, which means that the major- 
ity of the convergence of sinews is intact. Therefore, the animal is 
still kosher. 


The Gemara infers from Shmuel’s statement: The reason the animal 
is not a fereifa is only that there are two remaining, from which it 
may be inferred that if there are not two remaining it is not kosher, 
despite the fact that the other sinew is intact. The Gemara notes: 
And according to this version of his opinion, Shmuel disagrees with 
the opinion of Rabbenai, who also stated his ruling in Shmuel’s 
name. As Rabbenai says that Shmuel says: With regard to the 
convergence of sinews, even if only one sinew remains of it, 
which is as thick as the string used to close the neckline of a cloak 
[hasarbal],‘ the animal is kosher. 


And some say that there is a different version of this discussion. Rav 
Yehuda said: What is the meaning of a majority of it? This means 
a majority of each and every one of the sinews. Rav Yehuda added: 
When I stated this halakha in the name of Rav before Shmuel, he 
said to me: Since they are three sinews, there is one-third of each 
and every one, and that should be sufficient. There is no need fora 
majority of each sinew to remain. The Gemara notes: Rav Yehuda’s 
statement in the name of Shmuel supports the opinion of Rabbenai, 
as Rabbenai says that Shmuel says: With regard to the conver- 
gence of sinews of which the Sages spoke, even if there remains 
of each of the three sinews only as much as the thickness of the 
string used to close the neckline of a cloak, the animal is kosher. 
This also indicates that there is no need for a majority of the sinew 
to remain. 


§ The mishna states: If the bone of a limb was broken but the limb 
was not completely severed, and the animal was then slaughtered, if 
the majority of the flesh surrounding the bone is intact, the slaughter 
of the animal renders it permitted; but if not, its slaughter does not 
render it permitted. 


HALAKHA 


With regard to birds — nistya: In the case of birds there are sixteen 
sinews, and if the majority of any one of them is cut the bird is a 
tereifa. The Rema writes that as we are not experts with regard to 
the examination of the convergence of sinews in birds, in any situ- 
ation where the convergence of sinews is damaged to the extent 
that it swells up and there is blood, the animal is a tereifa. The later 
commentaries discuss the details of this halakha, and they permit 
the animal in certain cases, by means of the cutting and examina- 
tion of the place where there is a change in appearance. Nowadays 
many halakhic authorities rule stringently that one must cut open 
every bird and examine the convergence of sinews (Rambam Sefer 
Kedusha, Hilkhot Shehita 8:19; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 56:8). 


The convergence of sinews of which the Sages spoke is referring 
to severing the majority of it - iana waxw pat asx: If the 
majority of each of the sinews in the convergence of sinews was 
severed, the animal is a tereifa. This ruling is in accordance with the 
opinion of Rav, more specifically in accordance with the second ver- 
sion of his statement, because generally the halakha accords with 
his opinion in matters of ritual law. Some early commentaries and 
later commentaries rule in accordance with the first version of Rav's 
statement, that if the majority of any one of the sinews was severed, 
it is a tereifa (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Shehita 8:18 and Kesef 
Mishne there; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De'a 56:7 and Shakh there). 


LANGUAGE 


Cloak [sarbal] —barp: This word, which also appears 
in the Bible (Daniel 3:21), usually refers to a unique 
Persian style of cloak. It probably derives from the 
Middle Persian Salwar, meaning trousers, and is simi- 


lar to the Arabic JL pw, sirbdl. 
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HALAKHA 


The bone was broken above the leg joint, etc. - 133 
pv maa pa MyM...axyi: In a case where the hind 
leg of an animal was broken in a place that, if severed, 
would render the animal a tereifa, and the entire bone 
or most of it protrudes outward, if the skin and flesh do 
not cover most of the width and most of the circum- 
ference of the bone, the animal is a tereifa. If they do 
cover most of its width and most of its circumference, 
it is kosher. If the break occurred in a place where, if it 
was severed there, the animal would not be rendered 
a tereifa, then even if the flesh and skin do not cover 
most of the bone, the animal is permitted and the limb 
is prohibited by rabbinic decree, as stated on 74a. The 
halakha is in accordance with the opinion of Rav and in 
accordance with the statement of Rav Pappa that most 
of the width and most of the circumference are required 
(Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Shehita 8:12; Shulhan 
Arukh, Yoreh Dea 55:5). 
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Rav says: If the bone was broken above the leg joint" and then 
the animal was slaughtered, if a majority of the flesh around the 
break is intact, both this, the animal itself, and that, the limb, are 
permitted. The break does not render the animal a tereifa and the 
limb is not regarded as a hanging limb; therefore it is permitted by 
the slaughter of the animal. But if not, i.e., if a majority of the flesh 
around the break is not intact, both this and that, the animal and the 
limb, are prohibited. If the bone was broken below the leg joint, 
then if a majority of the flesh is intact, both this and that are per- 
mitted; ifnot, then the limb itselfis prohibited from the area of the 
break and below, as it is not permitted by the slaughter of the animal, 
but the rest of the animal is permitted. 


And Shmuel says: Whether the break is above or below the leg joint, 
the halakha is the same: Ifa majority of the flesh is intact, both this 
and that, the limb and the animal, are permitted. If the majority of 
the flesh is not intact, the limb is prohibited and the animal is 
permitted. Even if the leg was broken above the leg joint the animal 
does not become a tereifa unless the leg was entirely severed. 


Rav Nahman objects to this ruling of Shmuel: If one permits the 
animal despite the fact that its leg is prohibited, people will say: A 
limb from the animal is placed in the garbage, as it is prohibited, 
and yet the animal itself is permitted? They may then mistakenly 
conclude that even if that leg had been completely severed from the 
animal, the animal would be permitted. Rav Aha bar Rav Huna said 
to Rav Nahman: This concern also exists according to the opinion 
of Rav, in a case where the bone is broken below the joint and the 
flesh is not intact. Rav rules in that case that the animal is permitted 
and the limb is prohibited. But is there not the concern that people 
will say: A limb from this animal is placed in the garbage, and the 
animal itself is permitted? 


Rav Nahman said to him: This is what I meant to say: People will 
say: A limb from which this animal lives, i.e., which if removed, 
renders the animal a tereifa, is placed in the garbage, and the animal 
itselfis permitted? The concern exists only according to the opinion 
of Shmuel, who permits the animal even when the break is above the 
joint, as were it severed there, the animal would thereby be rendered 
a tereifa. People may mistakenly equate the case where the bone was 
broken and the case where it was severed and permit both. The 
concern does not exist according to the opinion of Rav, as he permits 
the animal only in a case where the bone is broken below the joint, 
and even if it were severed there that would not render it a tereifa. 


§ With regard to this dispute, they sent a ruling from there, Eretz 
Yisrael: The halakha is in accordance with the opinion of Rav that 
if the bone was broken above the leg joint, if a majority of the flesh 
around the break is not intact, both the animal and the limb are 
prohibited. They then sent a ruling: The halakha is in accordance 
with the opinion of Shmuel that only the limb is prohibited. They 
then sent a ruling: The halakha is in accordance with the opinion 
of Rav that the animal is a tereifa, and they added that the limb itself 
is not rendered pure by the slaughter; rather, it imparts the impurity 
ofa limb from a living animal by carrying." The animal itself, though, 
is rendered pure from the impurity of a carcass and is prohibited only 
as a tereifa. 


NOTES 


And the limb itself imparts impurity by carrying - jaxy 32%) 
xwa Navi: Although the animal is prohibited for consumption 
as a tereifa, its slaughter renders it pure from the impurity of a 
carcass. The hanging limb itself is considered to have fallen off 
before the slaughter, and therefore has the status of a limb from 
a living animal, which imparts impurity by carrying or through 
physical contact with it. This indicates that according to Rav, the 
slaughter renders the limb as though it had fallen off. Despite 
the fact that before the slaughter the limb was not regarded as a 
limb from a living animal, the act of slaughter renders it as such. 


The Gemara discusses Rav’s opinion on 74a. Rav Yosef states 
there that Rav maintains that only if the animal died by means 
other than slaughter, its death renders the limb as having fallen 
off, whereas if it was slaughtered, the limb is not considered to 
have fallen off. This is in accordance with the opinion attributed 
to Rabbi Yohanan there, that by Torah law such a limb is permit- 
ted, but the Sages prohibited it. Since the prohibition is only by 
rabbinic law, the limb is not regarded as being ritually impure. 
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Rav Hisda raises an objection from a baraita cited earlier (73a) 
concerning whether the slaughter of a mother animal can render 
pure a limb of its fetus that was extended outside the womb even 
though the act of slaughter cannot render the fetus permitted for 
consumption. The Rabbis brought proof for their opinion that this 
limb is rendered pure from the halakha that a tereifa is rendered 
pure by slaughter even though it is not thereby permitted for con- 
sumption. Rabbi Meir responded: No, even if the slaughter of a 
tereifa renders the animal itself pure, and likewise, the slaughter 
of any animal renders pure the limb that was partially cut from it 
but still hangs from it from imparting the impurity of a carcass, 
despite the fact that this animal or limb is prohibited for consump- 
tion, that is so with regard to something that is part of its own 
body. Does it necessarily follow that it should also render pure 
the limb ofits fetus, which is something that is not part of its own 
body? It is explicit in Rabbi Meir’s claim that the hanging limb of 
a tereifa is rendered pure by the slaughter of the animal. 


Rabba said to Rav Hisda: Why are you searching after refutations 

from baraitot that are not known by all? You can raise a conclusive 

refutation from the mishna (127b): With regard to the limb or 
flesh of an animal that was partially severed but remains hanging 
from it, ifthe animal was slaughtered, the limb and the flesh were 

thereby rendered susceptible to contracting the impurity of food 

by the blood of the animal, as blood is one of the seven liquids 

that render foods susceptible to impurity; this is the statement of 
Rabbi Meir. Rabbi Shimon says: They were not rendered sus- 
ceptible with the blood of the slaughtered animal. It is evident that 
according to all opinions in the mishna, the hanging limb and flesh 

are not regarded as a limb or flesh from a living animal, which 
would not need to be rendered susceptible to impurity, as they 
impart their own impurity. 


Rav Hisda said to Rabba: The difficulty from the mishna can be 
refuted, as we refuted it earlier (73a), by claiming that the dispute 
about the blood rendering the animal susceptible to impurity con- 
cerns only the hanging flesh, but that a hanging limb from an ani- 
mal that was slaughtered does have the status of a limb from a living 
animal and the associated impurity. 


The Gemara relates that when Rabbi Zeira ascended to Eretz 
Yisrael he found Rav Yirmeya sitting and saying this halakha of 
Ray, i.e., that ifthe bone is broken above the leg joint and the flesh 
is not intact, the animal is a tereifa. Rabbi Zeira said to him: You 
have spoken well, and Aryokh’ interpreted the matter likewise in 
Babylonia. The Gemara asks: Who is Aryokh? It is Shmuel. But 
that is difficult, as Shmuel disagrees with Rav concerning this issue. 
The Gemara explains: Shmuel retracted his opinion in favor of 
that of Rav. 


PERSONALITIES 


Aryokh — ‘itt: Aryokh is an ancient Babylonian name, like 
ebuchadnezzar's captain Aryokh (see, e.g., Daniel 2:14). There are 


name. Rashi offers various explanations throughout the Gemara, 
all of which are based on the idea that Shmuel is considered a 
ing because the halakha is ruled in accordance with his opinion 
with regard to civil matters (Bekhorot 49b), and there is a halakhic 
principle that the law of the kingdom is the law. In Menahot 38b 
Rashi states that Aryokh means king, based on the verse: “Judah is 
alion’s [arye] cub” (Genesis 49:9). Other commentaries also explain 
hat the term Aryokh derives from the word for lion, the king of 


several possible explanations for why this became Shmuel’s nick- 


the animals (Sefer Yuhasin). Here, Rashi explains that Shmuel’s 
appellation relates to Arioch, king of Ellasar, mentioned in Genesis 
14:1. Other commentaries add that this is an allusion to the fact 
that, on the one hand, as mentioned, Shmuel was a great king, as 
the halakha is ruled in accordance with his opinion in civil matters, 
but on the other hand, not [al] in ritual matters [asar]. Several 
commentaries suggest that he was called by this name because 
Arioch was as mighty as thirteen people (Targum Yonatan), and 
Shmuel expounded in thirteen yeshivot. Some parallel this with 
the nickname Abba Arikha, literally, the long father, a title given to 
Rav as an honorific indicating nobility (Ritva). 


aY 111p: HULLIN : PEREK IV :768 44.1 


This file may not 


HALAKHA 
Skin is like flesh — Wad x17 19 Tip: According to some 
commentaries, there is an area on an animal where skin 
alone is effective in preventing a broken bone from ren- 
dering it a tereifa. This is the place right next to the leg 
joint, and the reason is that flesh is never found there. This 
is the opinion of the Rashba, in accordance with the first 
version of the statement of Ulla citing Rabbi Yohanan; see 
77a (Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh Dea 55:8). 


Skin combines with flesh - wI mya diy: With regard 
to a broken bone in a place that renders the animal a 
tereifa, concerning which it is taught that if the flesh and 
skin cover most of the width or most of the circumference 
of the broken bone it is kosher, this leniency applies only 
if the majority of this covering consists of flesh. If half of 
the covering is skin and half is flesh, the animal is a tereifa. 
With regard to birds, whose skin is soft, the Rashba rules 
that skin can consist of half the covering (Rambam Sefer 
Kedusha, Hilkhot Ma'akhalot Assurot 5:8; Shulhan Arukh, 
Yoreh Dea 55:7). 


Sinews that will ultimately harden — nwi piov prx: 
Soft sinews that will eventually harden are not considered 
flesh with regard to the covering of a broken bone. Some 
commentaries write that all sinews will ultimately harden. 
The halakha is in accordance with the conclusion of the 
Gemara that Rabbi Yohanan retracted in favor of the opin- 
ion of Rabbi Shimon ben Lakish (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, 
Hilkhot Shehita 8:12, and see Kesef Mishne there; Shulhan 
Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 55:9, and in the comment of Rema). 
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§) The Sages taught in a baraita: In a case where the bone broke 
and protruded outward, if skin and flesh cover a majority of the 
bone’ the animal is permitted; if not, it is prohibited. The Gemara 
asks: And how much is a majority of a bone? When Rav Dimi 
came from Eretz Yisrael to Babylonia, he said that Rabbi Yohanan 
says: A majority of its width, and some say that he said: A majority 
of its circumference. Rav Pappa said: Therefore, as there is no 
clear ruling on the matter, we require that the bone be covered by 
a majority of its width, and we also require that it be covered by a 
majority of its circumference.” 


Ulla said that Rabbi Yohanan said: Skin is like flesh" with regard 
to this issue, i.e., if the flesh has been removed but the skin covers a 
majority of the bone, the animal is kosher. Rav Nahman said to 
Ulla: And let the Master say that skin combines with flesh," i.e., 
that if flesh and skin together cover a majority of the bone the animal 
is kosher, as the tanna of the above baraita teaches: Skin and flesh, 
which indicates that skin alone is ineffective. Ulla said to him: We 
learned that the baraita states: Skin or flesh. 


Some say that there is a different version of this discussion: Ulla 
said that Rabbi Yohanan said: Skin combines with flesh. Rav 
Nahman said to Ulla: And let the Master say that skin completes 
the amount of flesh" required, and this is a stringent ruling. This 
would mean that if the majority of the bone is covered mostly with 
flesh and the rest of the majority is covered with skin the animal is 
kosher, but if the majority is covered half with flesh and half with 
skin, it is not kosher. 


Ulla said to him: I know my ruling from the following incident: 
As there was a certain fledgling that was in the house of Rabbi 
Yitzhak, and its leg broke, and it was a situation where the skin 
combined with flesh to cover the majority of the bone. And Rabbi 
Yitzhak came before Rabbi Yohanan and he deemed the bird 
kosher. Rav Nahman said to him: Do you speak of a fledgling? 
The halakha in the case of a fledgling is different, as its skin is soft 
and is considered like flesh. 


The Gemara further relates: There was a case involving certain soft 
sinews that combined with flesh to cover the majority of a broken 
bone, and they came before Rabba for a ruling. Rabba said: What 
concern is there with the sinews in this case? First, there is no 
concern, because Rabbi Yohanan says: With regard to sinews that 
will ultimately harden," 


NOTES 


If skin and flesh cover a majority of the bone - wai iy ox 
jan mts pain: Rashi indicates that this baraita is explaining the 
phrase of the mishna: If the majority of the flesh is intact. Others 
claim that the mishna is referring to a bone that is not protruding, 
as in that case it is sufficient if most of the flesh is intact, even 
if it does not cover the majority of the bone. Conversely, the 
baraita is referring specifically to a protruding bone, in which 
case it is permitted only if the skin and flesh cover most of it 
(Rabbeinu Yona). 


We require a majority of its width and we require a majority 
of its circumference — ia*prt 31 PY Pip Ais java: It is not 
immediately clear what the difference is between the terms: A 
majority of its circumference, and: A majority of its width. Rashi 
explains that a majority of its width refers to the width of the 
bone in the place where it was broken. If the broken edge of the 
bone protrudes outward and most of the width of the interior 
of the bone is not covered by flesh, the animal is a tereifa. By 
contrast, the phrase: A majority of its circumference, means most 
of the outer circumference of the bone. In other words, even if 


the broken edge does not protrude outward but is covered by 
flesh or skin, if the flesh from the area of the break has been 
removed to the extent that the bone is not mostly surrounded 
by flesh, the animal is a tereifa. 

Other commentaries maintain that the decisive factor is not 
whether or not the bone protrudes, but simply how much flesh 
covers the bone. They explain that it is possible for flesh to cover 
most of the bone’s width but not most of its circumference, e.g., 
if the bone is not of uniform size but is narrow at one end and 
wide at the other. In this case the flesh might cover most of the 
width along the bone, but not most of its circumference at its 
widest point (Josafot; Rosh; see Rashba and the commentaries 
on Tur and Shulhan Arukh). 


And let the Master say that skin completes flesh - va xr) 
wa own siy: Some commentaries suggest an alternative 
explanation, that this means that flesh is an effective cover for 
the bone only if there is skin over it, as the skin renders the flesh 
complete (Ba'al HaMaor, citing Geonim). 
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one may be registered as part of a group that will eat the Paschal 
offering on their account," i.e., even if those sinews are the only 
part of the lamb he will eat. Evidently, such sinews are regarded as 
flesh. And furthermore, the Torah spared the money of the Jewish 
people, and one must tend toward leniency. 


Rav Pappa said to Rabba: But Rabbi Shimon ben Lakish disagrees 
with Rabbi Yohanan and holds that one may not be registered for 
those sinews, as they will eventually harden and are therefore not 
considered flesh. And therefore, the broken bone in this case is not 
covered by flesh and the animal is prohibited by Torah law as a 
tereifa, and yet you say: What concern is there with the sinews in 
this case? Rabba was silent. 


The Gemara asks: And why was Rabba silent? But doesn’t Rava 
say that the halakha is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi 
Shimon ben Lakish" in his disputes with Rabbi Yohanan only with 
regard to these three matters, i.e., three matters that are mentioned 
in Yevamot 36a, and not in other cases? If so, Rabba could simply 
have replied that the halakha is not in accordance with the opinion 
of Rabbi Shimon ben Lakish with regard to this issue. 


The Gemara answers: Here, with regard to sinews that will ulti- 
mately harden, it is different, as Rabbi Yohanan retracted his 
ruling in favor of the opinion of Rabbi Shimon ben Lakish," as 
when Rabbi Shimon ben Lakish raised a difficulty against Rabbi 
Yohanan’s opinion, Rabbi Yohanan said to him: Do not provoke 
me by asking questions to refute my opinion that the fact that the 
sinews will ultimately harden is disregarded, as I teach it in explana- 
tion of a lone opinion (see Pesahim 84a). Even Rabbi Yohanan 
conceded that the opinion he expressed was only according to one 
Sage, but is not the halakha. 


The Gemara relates: There was a certain case in which a bone in an 
animal’s leg broke and protruded outward. This bone was mostly 
covered with flesh and skin, but a small piece [kurtita]' of the bone 
had been removed from it.™ The case came before Abaye, who 
delayed his response until three pilgrimage Festivals had passed, 
when the Sages gathered together and he could ask them. 


NOTES 


One may be registered as part of a group that will eat the Pas- 
chal offering on their account - noaa why paa: One of the 
unique requirements that applies to the Paschal offering is that 
it may be consumed only by those who were registered to eat 
it before it was slaughtered (see Zevahim 56b). Rabbi Yohanan’s 
ruling that it is sufficient if one was registered to eat sinews that 
will eventually harden indicates that he considers the sinews to 
have the status of meat. 


And why was Rabba silent, but doesn’t Rava say the halakha is 
in accordance with Rabbi Shimon ben Lakish? — PAWN xax) 
wh ja jyaw ATT MNS xnaba KI TANT: Some of the com- 
mentaries question how the Gemara can raise a difficulty against 
Rabba from a statement made by his student, Rava. One possibility 
is that it is assumed that Rava would not have issued this statement 
had he not heard it from his teacher. Alternatively, it is likely that 
according to the original version of the text, Rav Pappa's discussion 
was with his teacher, Rava. If so, the difficulty based on Rava's state- 
ment is actually raised against Rava's own opinion. 


As Rabbi Yohanan retracted his ruling in favor of Rabbi Shimon 
ben Lakish - wp ya jyaw rary add nay ava VT: This refers 
to the question of Rabbi Shimon ben Lakish on 122b with regard 
to the skin of the head of a young calf. That skin is still edible, as 
it has yet to harden. Rabbi Shimon ben Lakish inquired whether 


it is considered a food, and therefore one applies the halakhot of 
ritual impurity of foods to it if it is slaughtered and comes into 
contact with an impure item, and it would have the impurity of a 
carcass in the event that it died without being slaughtered. Rabbi 
Yohanan answered that it does not become ritually impure, as 
it will ultimately harden. When Rabbi Shimon ben Lakish raised 
a difficulty against this ruling from the mishna on 122a, which 
includes the head of a young calf in its list of animals whose hide 
is like their flesh, Rabbi Yohanan answered that the halakha is not 
in accordance with the ruling of that mishna, as it represents a 
minority opinion. 


A small piece of the bone had been removed from it, etc. — 
nD AP KPOP pnw: The commentary follows the under- 
standing of Rashi and the Rambam that Rava issued a lenient 
ruling. Others explain that initially the majority of the bone was 
not covered, but a piece of bone subsequently fell away, thereby 
rendering a majority of the remaining bone covered. Accordingly, 
Abaye's dilemma is whether the original status of the animal as a 
tereifa continues, or whether its status should be reevaluated based 
on the new reality (Ba'al HaMaor). According to this interpretation, 
Rava's resolution from the baraita is stringent: Once most of the 
bone has protruded, the animal becomes a tereifa and there is no 
further remedy. 


HALAKHA 


One may be registered as part of a group that will 
eat the Paschal offering on their account — p23 
noaa by: One cannot be registered as part of a 
group that will eat the Paschal offering by being reg- 
istered to eat soft sinews that will eventually harden, 
even though such sinews are edible. This is in accor- 
dance with the conclusion of the Gemara that Rabbi 
Yohanan retracted his initial ruling and agreed with 
Rabbi Shimon ben Lakish (Rambam Sefer Korbanot, 
Hilkhot Korban Pesah 10:10). 


A small piece of the bone had been removed from 
it — I KUTIP Symes: If a piece of an animal's 
bone broke and fll off but there remains enough 
skin and flesh to cover most of the break, including 
the area of the piece that fell, the animal is not con- 
sidered a tereifa and is kosher. This is in accordance 
with the opinion of Rava, son of Rav Yosef bar Hama 
(Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Shehita 8:12; Shulhan 
Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 55:5). 


LANGUAGE 


Small piece [kurtita] - xup: The term koret means 
a small item or fragment. It is similar in meaning to 
the Greek xepátıov, keration, a unit of measure or a 
small horn. The word: Carat, a unit of measure that cor- 
responds approximately to the weight of a carob seed, 
comes from the same Greek source, although the 
Greek word itself might have a Semitic origin. Some 
claim that koret is a variation of the Hebrew term keretz, 
meaning a slice or small piece. 
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NOTES 
Pulverized — piw: That is, it was flattened and weak- 
ened (Rashi). Alternatively, the skin and flesh swelled 
to the point that they were no longer fully attached to 
the bone (Meiri). 


If it was decomposed what is the halakha - piabrana 
yma: The Gemara states on 43b that decomposed flesh 
is considered to have been removed from the animal. 
Nevertheless, the discussion there concerns flesh that is 
part of a limb, where the flesh’s removal renders the ani- 
mal a tereifa. But here, the cause of the animal becoming 
a tereifa is not the missing flesh itself. Rather, the ques- 
tion is whether or not the flesh protects the bone. For 
this purpose it is possible that even decomposed flesh 
is effective (Tosafot). 


Cut in the shape of a ring - nyay pra 71): According 
to some commentaries, this refers to cutting the flesh 
covering the bone (Rashi; Rabbeinu Gershom Meor 
HaGola). Alternatively, a hole was formed in the bone 
itself, and the cut is made in order to remove moisture. 
When the bone dries the hole closes up (Arukh). 
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Rav Adda bar Mattana said to the owner of the animal: Go before 
Rava, son of Rav Yosef bar Hama, whose knife is sharp, i.e., he 
has insight into halakhic matters and decides matters quickly, and 
ask him to decide your case. The owner came before Rava to seek 
his opinion. Rava said to him: Since we learned in the baraita 
(76b): If the bone broke and protruded outward, if skin and flesh 
cover a majority of the bone the animal is permitted, what differ- 
ence is there to me ifthe bone fell out, and what difference is there 
to me ifit is in its place? In either case, the animal is permitted. 


With regard to a case where flesh covers the majority of a broken 
bone, Ravina said to Rava: If the flesh was torn in pieces and spread 
over the area, and if gathered it would constitute a majority, what 
is the halakha? Similarly, if the flesh was pulverized™ and thin, 
what is the halakha? If it was decomposed, what is the halakha?’ 
The Gemara asks: What are the circumstances of this case in which 
the flesh is decomposed? Rav Huna, son of Rav Yehoshua, said: 
This is referring to any kind of flesh that the doctor cuts away 
[kodro] and removes to enable the surrounding area to heal. 


A dilemma was raised before the Sages: If the flesh that covers the 
bone was perforated, what is the halakha? Likewise, if the flesh 
was peeled off the bone, what is the halakha? If it was cracked, 
what is the halakha? If the bottom third of the width of the flesh, 
i.e., the part that is adjacent to the bone, was removed, what is 


the halakha? 


The Gemara suggests: Come and hear, as Ulla says that Rabbi 
Yohanan says: Skin is like flesh. This would appear to indicate that 
any covering is sufficient. The Gemara refutes this proof: Perhaps 
Rabbi Yohanan was referring to a specific case where there was 
never flesh on the bone, but only skin, e.g., adjacent to the knee, 
where the skin holds its own place close to the bone. This ruling 
may not apply in an area where there was flesh. Perhaps in such a 
place the bone must be covered by flesh that is still healthy. 


Rav Ashi said: While we were studying in Rav Pappi’s study hall, 
we raised a dilemma: If the flesh and skin were cut in the shape of 
aring™ around the break, and yet most of the circumference of the 
bone is surrounded by flesh, what is the halakha? And we resolved 
this dilemma from this statement that Rav Yehuda says that Rav 
says: I asked about this matter to the Sages and to the doctors, 
what to do when a bone breaks and the surrounding flesh has been 
cut away, and they said: One makes an incision in it with a sharp 
piece of bone to help the blood flow and then congeal, and in this 
manner the wound will heal. The Gemara notes: But one should 
not make the incision with an iron implement, as it will cause 
inflammation. Rav Pappa said: And this advice should be imple- 
mented only in a case where one can see that the bone is holding 
firmly onto its flesh, as only in such a case will the flesh heal. 


HALAKHA 


Gathered...pulverized, etc. - 13) ppina..vpoma: With regard 
to a case where flesh covers the majority of a broken bone, if 
that flesh was scattered around the bone, or if it was squashed 
or peeling off the bone, or if its bottom third was removed, or 
if it was perforated or cracked, it is not regarded as though it 
covered a majority of the bone, and the animal is a tereifa. Since 
these dilemmas are left unresolved by the Gemara, the halakha is 
stringent (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Ma‘akhalot Assurot 5:8; 
Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh Dea 55:10). 


Cut in the shape of a ring — nyay m33 17): If the flesh around 
a broken bone was cut with a knife above the break in a circular 
manner similar to the shape of a ring, but most of the circumfer- 
ence of the break is covered, the animal is kosher. This is the 
halakha only if the flesh adheres to the bone around the incision. 
The halakha is in accordance with the statement of Rav Yehuda 
citing Rav, as explained by Rav Pappa (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, 
Hilkhot Ma‘akhalot Assurot 5:8; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 55:11). 
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MI S H N A In the case of one who slaughters an animal’ 


and finds a placenta in its womb, one with 
a hearty soul [nefesh hayafa],' i.e., who is not repulsed by it, may 
eat it, as its consumption was permitted by virtue of the slaughter 
of the mother. Nevertheless, since generally speaking, people do 
not consume such placentas, it is not regarded as food and so it 
cannot become impure" with the ritual impurity of food even 
were it to come into contact with a source of impurity. And further- 
more, it does not impart the ritual impurity of animal carcasses 
as it was permitted by virtue of the slaughter of the mother. But if 
one intended to eat it, one thereby elevated it to the status of food, 
and the placenta becomes impure with the ritual impurity of food 
ifit comes into contact with a source of impurity. But even so, it still 
does not impart the ritual impurity of animal carcasses." 


With regard to a placenta, part of which emerged from the womb 
before the mother was slaughtered, its consumption is prohibited 
even after the mother animal is slaughtered because the emergence 
of the placenta is an indication of a fetus in a woman" and an 
indication of a fetus in an animal." Accordingly, there is a concern 
that the head of the fetus might have emerged in that part of the 
placenta, thereby rendering the fetus as having been born, a status 
that precludes it from being permitted by the slaughter ofits mother. 
Since the offspring is prohibited, its placenta is likewise prohibited. 


If an animal that was giving birth to its firstborn expelled" a pla- 
centa, one may cast it to the dogs, and one does not need to be 
concerned that the placenta came from a male fetus that has the 
consecrated status of a firstborn. But in the case of sacrificial ani- 
mals the placenta must be buried," because it came from a fetus 
that is assumed to have been sacred. The mishna adds: But one may 
neither bury it at an intersection, nor may one hang it on a tree, 
superstitious rites intended to prevent the animal from miscarrying 
again, due to the prohibition against following the ways of the 
Amorite," which prohibits Jews from practicing the superstitious 
rites observed by gentiles. 


With regard to the ruling that a placenta is 
GEMARA emini by virtue of th 


permitted by virtue of the mother’s slaugh- 
ter, the Gemara asks: From where is this matter derived? As the 
Sages taught: “And every animal that parts the hoof, and has the 
hooves wholly cloven in two, and chews the cud, of the animals, it 
you may eat” (Deuteronomy 14:6). The verse is the source of the 
halakha that a fetus is permitted by virtue of the mother’s slaughter 
(see 69a). The word “every” at the beginning of the verse serves to 
include the placenta as well as the fetus. One might have thought 
that a placenta is permitted even if part of it emerged from the 


womb before slaughter. Therefore, the verse states: “It you may eat,” 


i.e., you may eat it, the slaughtered animal, but not its placenta, if 
it partially emerged. 


If one intended to eat it it becomes impure with the ritual 
impurity of food but does not impart the ritual impurity of 
animal carcasses — NAW x bax poi nea maven poy son 
nba: It becomes impure with “the ritual impurity o food due to 
the intention to eat it, but it does not impart the ritual impurity of 
animal carcasses as it does not actually have the status of meat. 


Due to the prohibition against following the ways of the 
SWNT DTT 29: The seventh and eighth chapters of 
the Josefta of tractate Shabbat detail practices that are prohibited 
due to being of the ways of the Amorites, i.e., superstitious beliefs. 


Amorite - 


NOTES 


Superstitious beliefs, incantations, and divinations fall under the 
rubric of several Torah prohibitions. Divination and soothsaying are 
prohibited by the verse: “There must not be found among you. ..a 
soothsayer, an enchanter, a witch” (Deuteronomy 18:10), among 
others. In addition, these practices violate the general prohibitions: 
“And in their statutes do not walk” (Leviticus 18:3; see Torat Kohanim 
there), and: “Nor do after their doings” (Exodus 23:24). These refer 
to untested practices for which there is no logical rationale. Any 
practice that has been found to be an effective remedy may be 
utilized based on the empirical evidence, even if there is no clear 
scientific rationale for its effectiveness. 


HALAKHA 


One who slaughters an animal — manan ny bniwn: 
lf one slaughters an animal and finds a placenta inside 
it, the placenta is permitted for consumption (Ram- 
bam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Ma‘akhalot Assurot 5:13). 


And it cannot become impure, etc. - TAYN AYN) 
^a: The placenta of a carcass is considered like a waste 
product, and therefore it does not impart impurity as 
an animal carcass. If one intended to eat it, it can be 
rendered impure with the impurity of foods (Rambam 
Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Shear Avot HaTumot 1:15). 


An indication of a fetus in a woman - hy ja’ 
mwra: If a woman expels a placenta, it is assumed 
that she also expelled a fetus. Since the sex of the 
fetus is unknown, she must observe the days of ritual 
impurity and purity for both a female and a male 
child (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Issurei Bia 10:14; 
Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh Dea 194:3). 


An indication of a fetus in an animal - wth o 
manaa: If a large domesticated animal expelled a 
placenta, it is presumed that it also expelled a fetus, 
and therefore any subsequent offspring will not have 
firstborn status (Rambam Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot Bek- 
horot 4:10; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 315:7). 


An animal that was giving birth to its firstborn 
expelled - abenw mpi: If a large domesticated 
animal expelled a placenta and it is not known 
whether the fetus was a firstborn male, it is permit- 
ted to throw the placenta to the dogs. Since only a 
minority of offspring are sacred as firstborns, one does 
not need to be concerned for a minority, as explained 
by Rav Ika, son of Rav Ami (Rambam Sefer Korbanot, 
Hilkhot Bekhorot 4:10; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De'a 315:7). 


But in sacrificial animals it must be buried - 
323p popa: If a sacrificial animal expelled a pla- 
centa and the offspring cannot be identified, the 
placenta must be buried. Since most of a sacrificial 
animal's offspring are sacred, one must be concerned 
that the offspring in this case was also sacred (Ram- 
bam Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot Bekhorot 4:10). 


LANGUAGE 
Hearty soul [nefesh hayafa] — 7597 waa: In several 
places the Sages called one who is not delicate a 
hearty soul, or one of a hearty mind. This expression 
literally means a pretty, fine soul, and is probably a 
euphemism. 
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HALAKHA 
The hide and the placenta - wow siy: The hide 
and the placenta cannot become impure with the 
impurity of foods. But a hide that was boiled until it 
became edible, and a placenta that one intends to eat, 
can contract the ritual impurity of foods (Rambam Sefer 
Tahara, Hilkhot Tumat Okhalin 2:15). 


en 


The following parts of an animal carcass do not impart 
he impurity of an animal carcass: Its bones, horns, and 
hooves; its hide, even if it is unprocessed; the tendon 
in its neck; its sinews; soup made from its meat; and 
he spices cooked with it. In what case is this ruling 
said? It is when they were separated from the carcass. 
But if one touched one of these parts while it was 
attached to the flesh, he is rendered ritually impure, 
provided that there was at least an olive-bulk of flesh 
here (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Shear Avot HaTu- 
mot 1:7). 


The hide of a donkey — ian iy: If one boiled the hide 
of a donkey, it is uncertain whether it is then consid- 
ered edible, and can therefore be rendered impure 
with the impurity of foods, or if it is too repulsive to 
ever be considered food (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot 
Tumat Okhalin 2:16). 


LANGUAGE 
Meat pudding [tzikei kedera] — nyp ps: The ingre- 
dients of this meat pudding included the leftover 
juices of various types of cooked meat, to which wine 
and spices were added. It was probably called by this 
name because of the presence of the liquids, which 
one pours [yotzek] into the pot [kedera]. 
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The Gemara objects: Now the assumption is that there is no pla- 
centa without a fetus. Therefore, if part of the placenta emerged, 
there is a concern that the head of the fetus might have emerged in 

that part of the placenta, thereby rendering the fetus as having been 

born. Such a status would preclude it from being permitted by the 

slaughter of its mother. Why do I need a verse to teach this? The 

Gemara explains: The verse is a mere support for the halakha, but 
not the source for it. 


§ The mishna states: And a placenta found inside a slaughtered 
animal cannot become impure with the ritual impurity of food and 
does not impart the ritual impurity of animal carcasses. In a related 
discussion, Rabbi Yitzhak bar Nappaha raises a dilemma: A don- 
key hide that one cooked and it became softened, what is its hal- 
akhic status? The Gemara asks: With regard to what issue did he 
raise this dilemma? If it was with regard to the ritual impurity of 
food, we already learn this halakha in a baraita, 


and if you say it was with regard to the ritual impurity of animal 
carcasses, we already learn that halakha as well in another baraita. 


The Gemara elaborates: With regard to the ritual impurity of food, 
it is as it is taught in a baraita: The hide and the placenta" of an 

animal, which people do not typically eat, cannot become impure 

with the ritual impurity of foods. But a hide that one cooked 

until it became edible and a placenta that one intended to eat can 

become impure with the impurity of foods. 


With regard to the ritual impurity of animal carcasses also, we 

already learn in a baraita: The verse states: “And when a domesti- 
cated animal dies, of those that you eat, one who touches its carcass 

shall be impure until the evening” (Leviticus 11:39). The verse indi- 
cates that one is rendered impure if he touches its carcass, but not 
if he touches its hide," and not its bones, and not its sinews, and 

not its horns, and not its hooves. 


And Rabba bar Rav Hana said with regard to this baraita: This 
derivation is necessary only for a case in which one prepared these 
parts of the animal as a meat pudding [ tzikei kedera],' in which they 
are cooked for an extended period and spices are added. One might 
have thought they would be considered edible flesh and therefore 
impart the impurity of a carcass. The baraita therefore teaches that 
this is not so. 


Given these two baraitot, why did Rabbi Yitzhak Nappaha inquire 
about the status of the cooked hide of a donkey? The Gemara 
answers: Actually, Rabbi Yitzhak Nappaha was inquiring about the 
impurity of foods, and although the halakha was already taught in 
the first baraita, Rabbi Yitzhak Nappaha thought it is possible that 
the hide of a donkey" is different, as it is repulsive and perhaps 
even when cooked it is not regarded as food. 
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§ The mishna states: With regard to a placenta, part of which 
emerged" from the womb before the mother was slaughtered, its 
consumption is prohibited, as there is a concern that the head of the 
fetus might have emerged in that part of the placenta. Commenting 
on this mishna, Rabbi Elazar says: The Sages taught this halakha 
only in a case where there was no fetus found in the mother’s 
womb. But if there was a fetus with its head and the majority of its 
body in the womb, one need not be concerned for the existence of 
another fetus" that might have been in the placenta. Therefore, the 
consumption of the placenta is permitted. But Rabbi Yohanan says: 
Whether there was no fetus found in the womb, or whether there 
was a fetus, one needs to be concerned for the existence of another 
fetus in the placenta, and therefore its consumption is prohibited. 


According to the way the Gemara records the dispute, Rabbi 
Yohanan rules stringently and Rabbi Elazar rules leniently. The 
Gemara asks: Is that so? But doesn’t Rabbi Yirmeya say concern- 
ing this dispute: Rabbi Elazar said an explanation of the mishna 
that presents a stringency? 


Rather, if it was stated, it was stated like this: Rabbi Elazar says: 
The ruling of the mishna is that the placenta is prohibited even if a 
fetus is found inside the womb. But the Sages taught this only in a 
case where the placenta is not attached to the fetus found inside. 
Consequently, one must be concerned with the possibility that the 
placenta came from another fetus that already left the womb, and it 
is therefore prohibited. But if it is attached to the fetus found inside, 
there is no concern for the possibility that the placenta came from 
another fetus, and therefore it is permitted. 


And Rabbi Yohanan says: In my understanding of the mishna, we 
have the ruling that the placenta is prohibited only in a case where 
there is a placenta without any fetus being found. But ifa fetus was 
found with it, then whether it is attached to the fetus or whether 
it is not attached to the fetus, there is no concern for the existence 
of another fetus. The Gemara confirms: And this understanding of 
the two opinions is in line with that which Rabbi Yirmeya says: 
Rabbi Elazar said an explanation of the mishna that presents a 
stringency. 


It is taught in a baraita in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi 
Elazar: The periods of purity and impurity observed by a woman 
after giving birth apply only after delivering a fetus with a human 
form. With regard to a woman who expels a fetus that has the form 
of a type of domesticated animal, undomesticated animal, or 
bird," and there is a placenta with them, the halakha is as follows: 
When the placenta is attached to them, there is no concern for 
the existence of another fetus" that may have had a human form. 
But if the placenta is not attached to them, it is possible there 
was another fetus that had a human form and so I must impose 
upon the woman the severity of two types of births," i.e., both the 
longer period of impurity observed after delivering a female, and 
the shorter period of purity observed after delivering a male. 


A placenta, part of which emerged - anyw wou: In a case 
where part of a placenta emerged from the womb and one 
then slaughtered the animal, if the placenta was attached to 
a fetus, the section that emerged is prohibited, while the rest 
of it is permitted (Rambam). Some say that the entire placenta 
is permitted (Ra’avad). If the placenta was not attached to a 
fetus, itis entirely prohibited due to the concern that there might 
have been a fetus inside the placenta. This is in accordance with 
the opinion of Rabbi Elazar (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot 


Ma‘akhalot Assurot 5:13). 


HALAKHA 


A woman who expels a type of domesticated animal, undo- 
mesticated animal, or bird — giy) 79m mana pa mba: In the 
case of a woman who expelled a fetus ‘that had the form of 
a domesticated animal, an undomesticated animal, or a bird, 
and a placenta emerged with it, if the placenta was attached 
to the fetus there is no need to be concerned for the existence 
of another fetus. If it was not attached to the fetus there is a 
concern that there might have been another fetus. Therefore, 
due to uncertainty, this woman must observe the strictures of 
one who gives birth to both a male and a female (Rambam Sefer 
Kedusha, Hilkhot Issurei Bia 10:16; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De'a 194:7). 


NOTES 


One need not be concerned for another fetus - px 
nN ahh pwwin: If the minority part of the placenta 
emerged from an animal's womb before the animal was 
slaughtered, the part that emerged is prohibited for con- 
sumption, as it was not permitted by the slaughter of the 
mother. Nevertheless, the majority part that remained 
inside is permitted (Rambam; Meiri). 


When the placenta is attached to them there is no 
concern for another fetus — pwwin px ja Mw pw pa 
any to: In Nidda 21a, Rabbi Meir and the Rabbis engage 
ina dispute i in the case of a woman who expels a fetus 
that has the form of a domesticated animal, an undo- 
mesticated animal, or a bird. According to the opinion 
of Rabbi Meir, this woman is considered like any other 
who has a miscarriage: If it was a male, she observes 
seven days of impurity and thirty-three days of purity, 
and if it was a female, she observes fourteen days of 
impurity and sixty-six days of purity. The Rabbis disagree 
and maintain that such a fetus is not classified as a child, 
as it does not have a human appearance. Therefore, she 
does not observe the periods of purity and impurity for 
one who has given birth. 


l impose upon the woman the severity of two births - 
nit aw spin aby bv on: According to the opinion 
of Rabbi Meir in Nidda za, the severity of two births 
means the stringencies of the periods of impurity and 
purity observed for both the birth of a male and that 
of a female. This is because even if the fetus that was 
found was male, there is still a concern that the placenta 
contained a female, and vice versa. Rashi explains the 
baraita according to the opinion of the Rabbis, that the 
phrase: Severity of two births, means that it is associated 
with the miscarriage of a fetus with the form of an animal 
as well as a fetus with the form of a human. The woman 
bserves the period of impurity due to the miscarriage 
the fetus with human form, seven days if it was a male 
and fourteen if it was a female, but due to the miscarriage 
the fetus with the form of an animal, she does not 
bserve the period of purity that generally follows the 
period of impurity. 
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HALAKHA 


The ways of the Amorite - »tinxt +277: A medi- 
cal practice that is tested and found effective is not 
included in the prohibition against following the ways 
of the Amorites, in accordance with the statement of 
Abaye and Rava. An act that is not performed for a 
medical purpose, or that experts say is not effective, 
is prohibited. All incantations are permitted; even if it 
is unknown whether a particular incantation heals, it 
is permitted, as some incantations are effective. Only 
those incantations that have been tested and found 
to be ineffective are prohibited. Some commentaries 
also prohibit all amulets that were not fashioned by an 
expert (Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 301:27, and see Beur 
HaGra and Mishna Berura there). 
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An animal that resembles — 7/273: An example of this is the 
offspring of a cow that looks like a donkey. The offspring does 
not have firstborn status, in accordance with the verse: “But the 
firstborn of an ox” (Numbers 18:17), which indicates that it is 
consecrated only if both the mother and the offspring have the 


appearance of an ox (see Bekhorot sb). 


A tree that sheds its fruit, etc. — ^3) pnivs vwaw tows: Rashi on 
Shabbat 67a explains that the statement of Abaye and Rava refers 
to a practice concerning which it is not understood how it heals, 


The reason is that I can say: Perhaps the placenta that was found 
did not come from the fetus that was found, but from a fetus with 
a human form. To say this one must be concerned with the pos- 
sibility that perhaps the fetus of the placenta that was found had 
a human form, and that fetus dissolved, and perhaps the placenta 
of the fetus that was found dissolved. 


§ The mishna states: If an animal that was giving birth to its 
firstborn expelled a placenta, one may cast it to the dogs. The 
Gemara asks: What is the reason for this ruling? Rav Ika, son of 
Rav Ami, said: The majority of domesticated animals give birth 
to something that can be consecrated with firstborn status, i.e., 
an animal with the same form as its mother, but a minority of 
animals give birth to something that cannot be consecrated with 
firstborn status, and what is this? It is an animal that resembles" 
a species other than that of its mother. 


And furthermore, with regard to all gestating animals, when they 
give birth, half of their offspring are male and half are female. 
Therefore, one can combine the minority of animals that resem- 
ble another species with the half that are females, and arrive at 
the conclusion that male offspring that resemble their species, 
which are the only offspring that can be consecrated with firstborn 
status, are the minority. Accordingly, one does not need to be 
concerned that the placenta found was from an animal consecrated 
with the status of a firstborn. 


§ The continuation of the mishna states: But in the case of sacri- 
ficial animals the placenta must be buried, because it came from 
a fetus that is assumed to have been sacred. The Gemara asks: 
What is the reason to assume this? The Gemara answers: It is 
because the majority of the offspring of sacrificial animals are fit 
to be sacred, as, in contrast to firstborn status, both female and 
male offspring of sacrificial animals can be sacred. Therefore, one 
must be concerned that the offspring, and its placenta, were sacred. 


§ The mishna adds: But one may neither bury it at an intersec- 
tion, nor may one hang it on a tree, due to the prohibition against 
following the ways of the Amorite. The Gemara cites Abaye and 
Rava, who both said: Anything that has an apparently effective 
medicinal purpose or any other logical reason behind it is not 
subject to the prohibition against following the ways of the 
Amorite." But if it does not have an apparently effective medici- 
nal purpose it is subject to the prohibition against following the 
ways of the Amorite. 


The Gemara challenges: But isn’t it taught in a baraita: If there is 
a tree that sheds its fruit’ prematurely, one may paint it with red 
paint and load it with stones, even though this is the practice of 
the Amorites? The Gemara explains the difficulty: Granted, it is 
permitted to load it with stones, as one does so for a logical reason, 
in order 


NOTES 

even if it does in fact heal. Accordingly, the Gemara’s difficulty 
with this statement from the baraita is that there is no rationale 
why painting a tree would improve the tree's condition, and so it 
should be prohibited even though ultimately it is effective. Other 
commentaries raise several difficulties with Rashi’s interpretation, 
and explain that a practice that does not have a medicinal purpose 
refers to one that does not heal at all (Rashba). According to this 
explanation the painting of a tree is ineffective. If so, it should be 
forbidden according to Abaye and Rava. 
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that the tree’s strength will lessen. It is possible that the tree shed 
its fruits prematurely due to excessive blossoming. It taxes the tree 
to sustain these blossoms, and this may render the tree incapable of 
sustaining the fruits that subsequently grow from the blossoms. 
Stones were used to weaken the tree during blossoming, thereby 
reducing the number of blossoms that it needed to nourish. But 
with regard to painting it with red paint, for what benefit is it 
performed that makes it permitted despite the fact that this was the 
practice of the Amorites? The Gemara explains: One does so in 
order that people will see the tree and pray for it. 


As it is taught in a baraita: It is derived from the verse: “And he will 
cry: Impure, impure” (Leviticus 13:45), that a leper must publicize 
the fact that he is ritually impure. He must announce his pain to 
the masses, and the masses will pray for mercy on his behalf. And 
likewise, one to whom any unfortunate matter happens must 
announce it to the masses, and then the masses will pray for 
mercy on his behalf. 


Ravina said: In accordance with whose opinion do we hang 
bunches of unripe dates on a palm tree that casts off its dates, 
despite the fact that this is the practice of the Amorites? It is in 
accordance with the opinion of this tanna of the baraita just cited, 
who states that one must announce such occurrences to the masses 
so that they will pray for mercy. 
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This chapter dealt with one main topic, the halakha of an animal fetus found inside 
its slaughtered mother’s womb. This scenario generally occurs when the mother 
encounters difficulty giving birth. Due to the danger to the animal's life, its owner 
might decide to slaughter it so that it will be permitted for consumption. 


The assumption is that the act of slaughter is effective with regard to the entire animal, 
including everything inside it. Therefore, just as all its limbs may be eaten, so too, the 
fetus is considered part of it for the purposes of this halakha and may likewise be 
consumed without its own slaughter. This concept that a fetus is part of its mother’s 
body has ramifications for other issues as well, as the prohibitions that apply to ani- 
mals, e.g., forbidden fats and the sciatic nerve, do not apply to a fetus. The halakhic 
conclusion is that slaughter renders permitted even a fetus whose term of gestation 
is complete, a so-called nine-month-old in the terminology of the Gemara. As long 
as it is not yet born it is considered part ofits mother’s body. Consequently, by Torah 
law, a live offspring removed from the womb of its slaughtered mother, a ben pekua, 
does not require slaughter, even if it develops into a fully grown animal. Nevertheless, 
the Sages required that every offspring that stood upon its legs be slaughtered, due 
to the possibility of errors. 


By contrast, if the mother of a fetus was not slaughtered before the fetus was born 
and the fetus did not complete its term of gestation, it cannot be rendered permitted 
through slaughter. Ifit had a full term of gestation it can be slaughtered, which means 
that it can be rendered permitted by the cutting of its own gullet and windpipe or 
those of its mother. 


The necessity of slaughtering an animal that encounters difficulty giving birth gen- 
erally arises after the labor has begun. If the head or most of the body of the fetus 
emerged before the slaughter, it can no longer be rendered permitted by the slaugh- 
ter. But in general it is the foreleg, not the head, of the fetus that emerges first. The 
slaughter of the mother is ineffective with regard to the foreleg in this case, even if the 
fetus withdrew it back into the womb, as it has already left the mother’s body. This 
halakha is based on the principle that meat that has left its appropriate domain, i.e., 
the area in which it is permitted, is permanently prohibited, as derived from the verse: 
“And you shall not eat any flesh that is torn of animals in the field” (Exodus 22:30). 


This discussion concerning a limb that was extended by a fetus from the womb is 
relevant not only with regard to the prohibition against consuming a limb from a 
living animal, but also with regard to whether or not the animal has the status of 
being ritually impure with the impurity of an animal carcass. Since this limb is not 
permitted by the slaughter of the mother, contact with it might impart impurity to 
the flesh of the fetus and the mother. The halakha is that in this regard the extended 
foreleg is not considered a limb from a living animal, but a tereifa. In other words, 
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although the mother’s slaughter does not render it permitted for consumption, it 
does serve to prevent it from having the impurity of a carcass. From this perspective, 
the discussions in this chapter were a continuation of both the halakhot of slaughter 
enumerated in Chapter One and the issue of tereifot examined in Chapter Three. 


These two issues, the halakha of a fetus whose mother was slaughtered, and the 
status of a limb extended by a fetus from the womb, formed the main topics of this 
chapter. In addition, other similar matters were discussed, such as the halakha of a 
dead fetus in its mother’s womb. If the mother was slaughtered, this fetus is permit- 
ted for consumption, but if it was not slaughtered, one might think that the fetus 
should impart impurity as an animal carcass. In this case the halakha of incorporated 
impurity comes into effect: An impure item found within a living creature does not 
impart impurity. 


Others topics addressed in this chapter included the case of internal organs that 
were cut in an animal’ lifetime and are not permitted by its slaughter, and various 
halakhot concerning a placenta, found inside or outside of the womb, without a fetus 
attached to it. The guiding principle in these cases is that a placenta is an indication 
ofa fetus, and therefore it can be assumed that it contains remnants of that offspring. 
Consequently, it is treated as an offspring, both with regard to impurity as well as 
with regard to having the status of a firstborn or sacrificial animal. 


This chapter also completed the discussions in Chapter Three with regard to a tereifa. 
The case addressed here was that of an animal whose legs were severed, specifically 
with regard to the status of the convergence of sinews in the thigh. The well-known 
principle with regard to tereifot, that their halakhot cannot be derived by logic but 
by a detailed knowledge of animal anatomy, was once again demonstrated in this 
chapter. An injury in an apparently vital place on the animal’s body might not be 
fatal, while an injury in an apparently less vital place may be. As the Gemara states: 
If it is severed here it will live; if it is severed there it will die. 


These were the main topics dealt with in this chapter. Incidental to these matters 
the Gemara discussed several fundamental issues involving the prohibition against 
consuming a limb from a living animal and the halakhot of impurity and purity. 
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Since the publication of the first volume of the Koren Talmud Bavli we have employed 
some transliterated acronyms, such as Rambam, to give the translation a more 
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well known and where the acronym helps readers easily identify the author in ques- 
tion. The following chart provides the full name of each author or work alongside 
its common acronym. 
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COMMON ACRONYMS 


aharal 

aharam Alashkar 
aharam Brisk 
aharam Halawa 
aharam Lublin 
aharam Mintz 


aharam of Rothenburg 


aharam Padua 
aharam Schick 
aharam Schiff 
aharatz Hayyut 

ahari Abuhav 

ahari Bassan 

ahari Beirav 

ahari ben Lev 

ahari ben Malkitzedek 
ahari Berona 


ahari Kurkus 
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Rabbi Yehuda Loew of Prague 
Rabbi Moshe Alashkar 

Rabbi Mordekhai Brisk 

Rabbi Moshe Halawa 

Rabbi Meir of Lublin 

Rabbi Moshe Mintz 


Rabbi Meir of Rothenburg 


Rabbi Meir of Padua 
Rabbi Moshe Schick 


Rabbi Meir Schiff 


Rabbi Tzvi Hirsch Chajes 


Rabbi Yitzhak Abuhav 

Rabbi Yehiel Bassan 

Rabbi Ya'akov Beirav 

Rabbi Yosef ben Lev 

Rabbi Yitzhak ben Malkitzedek 
Rabbi Yisrael Berona 


Rabbi Yosef Kurkus 


ahari Mintz Rabbi Yehuda Mintz 

ahari Weil Rabbi Ya'akov Weil 

aharih Rabbi Yehezkia ben Ya'akov of Magdeburg 

aharik Rabbi Yosef Colon 

aharikash Rabbi Ya'akov Castro 

aharil Rabbi Ya'akov HaLevi Molin 

aharit Rabbi Yosef di Trani 

aharit Algazi Rabbi Yom Tov Algazi 

aharsha Rabbi Shmuel Eliezer Eidels 

aharshal Rabbi Shlomo Luria 

albim Rabbi Meir Leibush ben Yehiel Michel Wisser 

etziv Rabbi Naftali Tzvi Yehuda Berlin 
Nimmukei HaGrib Comments of Rabbi Yehuda Bakhrakh on the Maharsha 
Piskei HaRid Halakhic Rulings of Rabbi Yeshaya di Trani the Elder 
Piskei Riaz Halakhic Rulings of Rabbi Yeshaya di Trani the Younger 
Ra’ah Rabbi Aharon HaLevi 
Ra'anah Rabbi Eliyahu ben Hayyim 
Ra'avad Rabbi Avraham ben David 
Ra'avan Rabbi Eliezer ben Natan 
Ra'avya Rabbi Eliezer ben Yoel HaLevi 
Rabbi Avraham ben HaRambam Rabbi Avraham, son of the Rambam 


Radak 
Radbaz 
Ralbag 
Ramah 
Rambam 
Ramban 
Ran 
Rashash 
Rashba 
Rashbam 
Rashbatz 
Rashi 
Re'em Horowitz 
Rema 

Ri HaLavan 
Ri Haver 
Ri Migash 
Riaf 

Riaz 

Rid 
Ridvaz 

Rif 

Rim 

Ritva 

Riva 
Rivam 
Rivan 


Rivash 


Rosh 

Shakh 

Shas 

Sheelat Ya‘avetz 
Shela 

Siddur Rashi 
Sma 

Smag 

Smak 


Talmid HaRa‘ah 


Rabbi Shlomo ben Rashbatz 
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Rabbi Shlomo, son of Rabbi Shimon ben Tzemah Duran 
Rabbi David Kimhi 

Rabbi David ben Zimra 

Rabbi Levi ben Gershon 

Rabbi Meir HaLevi 


Rabbi Moshe ben Maimon 


Rabbi Moshe ben Nahman 

Rabbeinu Nissim ben Reuven of Gerona 
Rabbi Shmuel Strashun 

Rabbi Shlomo ben Adderet 

Rabbi Shmuel ben Meir 

Rabbi Shimon ben Tzemah Duran 


Rabbi Shlomo Yitzhaki 


Rabbi Elazar Moshe Horowitz 

Rabbi Moshe Isserles 

Rabbeinu Yitzhak ben Ya'akov of Prague 

Rabbi Yitzhak Isaac Haver 

Rabbi Yosef Migash 

Rabbi Yoshiya Pinto 

Rabbi Yeshaya di Trani the Younger 

Rabbi Yeshaya di Trani the Elder 

Rabbi Ya'akov David ben Ze'ev Wilovsky 

Rabbi Yitzhak Alfasi 

Rabbi Yitzhak Meir of Gur 

Rabbi Yom Tov ben Avraham Asevilli (of Seville) 
Rabbeinu Yitzhak ben Asher 

Rabbi Yitzhak ben Meir 

Rabbi Yehuda bar Natan 

Rabbi Yitzhak ben Sheshet 

Rabbeinu Asher ben Rabbi Yehiel 

Siftei Kohen by Rabbi Shabtai Cohen Rappaport 
The Six Orders of the Mishna 

Responsa of Rabbi Ya'akov Emden 

Shenei Luhot HaBerit by Rabbi Yeshaya HaLevi Horowitz 
Siddur compiled by Rashi’s students 

Sefer Meirat Einayim by Rabbi Yehoshua Falk 
Sefer Mitzvot Gadol by Rabbi Moshe of Coucy 
Sefer Mitzvot Katan by Rabbi Yitzhak ben Yosef of Corbeil 


A student of Rabbi Aharon HaLevi 
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Talmid HaRashba A student of Rabbi Shlomo ben Adderet 
= Turei Zahav by Rabbi David HaLevi 


osori HaLavan iene iF Hoppe Yitzhak Sn Ya‘ eo of OnEABUE 
— Sefer HaTurim by Rabbi Ya'akov ben Asher 
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69...Retroactive designation - 7133 
360...Bat ya'ana — my) na 


a 

Are you setting one man — MAI NP NTI K123 

291...against another man 
409. ..Grave cover [golel] -is 
115.. Lot — dais 
208.. .Bill of divorce [get] - a 
390...Sciatic nerve — MIT VR 
35...Ginai River — NOTA NDS 
315...Its wings and its legs — TaN Po 
39...Gypsum — mp3 
39...Split bean — Da 


286...Davuk — p27 

350...Matter derived from its context — tay wan 337 
345...House senunit — mat 

349...Dukhifat - n5°3"7 

285...Beaten and combed — 79931)" 

68...Gourds — paia 

302. . Kurdish [kurdinaʻa] dinar — YIPP NWI 

67... The language of the baraita is also precise — "23 Xp! 
149...He requires the blood — PY% X17 D4 
29...Demai— AT 

28... The image of a dove — ma? mat 

374...Worms OTT 


gi 


55... Didn't they say in the school of = "39 wax N7 
266... Spiral colon — XMT KNIT 

128... Huzal -bym 

21. ..How can these cases be compared — KAWT +27 
63...Susceptibility to ritual impurity - wat 
12...One who leaves a gentile — 133 maa 
52...Quarantine the house — man Nt Vai 
327...Oleander — 2517771 

339...Hashesua — TYDI 

215...Forewarning — TRT 


290...Wolf — axt 

207...Offerings to the dead — myn *nat 

372...Zizin — P 

106. .. Tail of a lizard that convulses — npayaaw mead an 
315...Crop - pat 

344...Zarzir — mt 


70...Barrel -m37 

31...Haver — an 

330...Grasshopper — 33n 

363...Hagav is gadyan -K m Ian 
256...One cyst that looks like two — FIND MINA XIN 
335...Rounded — nin 

94...Tip of the thyroid cartilage — x¥ai34 xn 
248...Spinal cord — wT DIN 

47, 398...Weasel [hulda] — aban 

361... Splits its feet — vos ny prin 

26, 386...Sin offering — nen 


Xx 


176. ..Limb from a living animal — 917 pa 32% 
39...Lead that was mined from its source — fp 32% 
62. ..Nut — tiag 

67... The tent of a corpse — man brix 

209...Partake of teruma - manna phain 

260...Sealed area in the lung — 7% Dwy 
367...Atunas — DNDN 


One may not slaughter — xv poriv pre 
215...into a small hole 

One may not slaughter... — a2» sind..pomw px 
215...into seas 

242. ..lssar — DN 

240. ..Plain istera coins — BS YAD% 


Which parts are in the convergence of — jai nais qi by 
437.. sinews in the thigh 


62...Acorn [alon] — ox 

54... Tail -79% 

419.. .lf this is not referring to the matter — pay 1x ON 

74...Disseminator [amora] — XTX 

326...Said the same thing — IM 737 m2% 

353...Anafa — TDI 

87... Mere support — Nova XADDX 

Chicks whose eyes — oF py inna KIW ooinass 
359...have not yet opened 

367...Akunas — DPX 

363...Arbeh is govai — 8213 M TIN 

206...Four sacrificial rites — nitiay yas 

217...Guilt offering - DW% 

217...Provisional guilt offering — nbn Dwy 


a 


350. ..Ba'ut -0NI 

Small and large — 783 TAT APT AT. 
170...domesticated animals 

Animal whose hind legs — Pos isnmaw mana 
434...were severed 

180...On that day - 02 13 

256...Cysts — 913 

369...Pits, ditches, and caves — niwa prow ninia 

249, 385...Bei Hozai — Xtina 

28... The area of the Samaritans — *xm13 +3 

386...First fruits - DNDI 

103... Throat - avant ma 

237...Beit Hillel -b7 ma 

246...Bronchi - nijianpn ma 

267.. Reticulum — nibia ma 

32...Beit She'an —jxw ma 

88...Firstborn - 3a 

382...Firstborn with regard to inheritance — atom ina 

382. ..Firstborns — njsiaa 

36...Do not destroy — mmen ba 

229...Beit, samekh, gimmel, reish — "x03 

49...Notched on the hide — 77353 iya 

One who experienced - a2 bron x) vwy "pwa 
a seminal emission who immersed 
118...and did not urinate 


144. ..Duck - INK 33 
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Whose wings cover -ian ny pain Ya33 
362...most of its body 

334...Layered [kerukhot] — nian 

164.. -Karet - mp 

260...Leek — 1D 

260...Dodder — xmiwa 

Just as the ra'a and da'a — NI DA AKT TNW OWS 
354....are one 

151...1s written — ans 
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39.. .Not heated by fire - wien ana wa KY 

371....A person should not pour beer — 1a" wyry ro xd 

292...Venom does not burn — my op xb 

194...Frankincense — mia 

To convey to you — ifa syrtind 
77...the far-reaching nature of the opinion 

69...Log -3b 

248. ..To say that he cannot reproduce — vin iyxw anid 

358...Flogged — api 

235...To sharpen Abaye — wand "nnb 

113...Loaves of a thanks offering — ntin Play) 

118...To lift his hands — »55 ne xen 

There is no — KAW na KIPI YD MP Ta Kp Ty 
one-day-old mosquito [baka] and there is no 
325...one-year-old fly [dideva] 


152...Above the red line — mond 
316. ..To intercalate the year — mw navy 


n 


76... Saw - 31 

76...Hand sickle — vhn 

76...Harvest sickle — vsp baa 

Runs like warp and woof... —ypiyn guaa...yr nw Toa 
333...at the edges of the tailbone 

16...Blemish — oa 

346...Sips — nyyin 

72...Set aside [mukize] — nypin 

260...Saffron — xp 

300...Strike the sciatic nerve and kill — op KUMI 

93...Mehoza — xima 

100...Moves the two simanim — wyaro MA 

Needle that was found — N1237 Tanna NSAW KT KUTI 
267...in a piece of liver 

346...Water of purification — nxwn % 

210...Michael -bgn 

65...Heretic — 2 

One who strikes his father — taxi YAN 732 
56...or his mother 

From when one plucks — KATOK) FPN KIT WIW D 
110...a feather from it and blood emerges 

299...From the hollow to the thigh — xay “%1 xaa 

127...Sale - 392 

99.. .Pinching — apn 

65...Mamzer — war 

391...Substitute — pyar 

78...From where do you say — KYA KIN 

337... Distaff [mastorita] - Kpina 

331...Chews the cud — 78 nwn 

208...An incident to contradict — sind ney 

30... Tithe — wyn 


321.. .Shell of a gourd [keruya] — anpbw prem 

272...Undomesticated animal — mn 

345...With a white belly — AbD KWI 

94...Arytenoid cartilage — 9m 

375...Beetle — mwar 

25...Forbidden fat ~2bn 

277...The rectum was perforated — napaw nbindn 

127...Halitza — amy 

357...Yolk and albumen are mixed — pativya jdm jian 

327...Asafoetida — mabn 

The mishna is incomplete — an 31 XIN TEN 
208...and this is what it is teaching 

353...Hasida —7PoN 

363...Hargol is nippul — bp» m Sinn 

120...Mustard -bmn 

334. . -Grooved — nipnn 

201...Cat—bann 


336... lagras — Duy 
345...Purification of a leper — priya nyy 
Ritual impurity in — “prea mwa AKAD 
236...a private domain 
186...Ritual impurity imparted by treading - DY Nx 
30...Grist — ppm 
10...Ritually impure person — xay 


One who contracted impurity — na wap 
11.. .imparted by a corpse 


89...Handbreadth - nav 
41... Tereifa— 7D 


29...Yalei — 9? 

It can be cauterized and — nih nia xn mia» 
229...the animal will live 

141. ..Moth — Xa 

368. ..Has fins but no scales — nw pwp b px TaD b w 

372...Mosquitoes that are in kelisim — Dph% Dwm 


5 
304...Measure of a groat - D43 
346... Tzutzeyanei doves — 10%% WHID 
12... Samaritan — m5 
12, 176...Olive-bulk — 743 
The entire neck - mogh wa tis newt bp 
244...is fit for slaughter 


Any bird that catches food - Nay mygg ya ohipa qiy ba 
361...0ut of the air is non-kosher 
357...Any egg that narrows — myig 
201. . Diverse kinds — Dyha 
121...Vessel purified through rinsing — qp% bp 
366...Generalization and detail — vypr dos 
Generalization, detail, -a bw bp 
366...and generalization 
122...Base...rim.. handle — jtitt...j3iX...]3 
297...Adjacent to the intestines — O19 93 7323 


The corresponding joint — 13° basa 7323 

435...in. a camel is conspicuous 
265...Full of jugs, full of rocks — ae PD Pa TID 
63...Insects — mod 
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322...Heated by the earth — KYINA KIDD 

Uncertainty involving — mata mwa AKAD PID 
46...ritual impurity in the public domain 

78...Waterwheel — 8977 KI7D 

78...Potter’s wheel — KIT KID 


y 


55...Heifer whose neck is broken — nany may 
One witness is deemed credible — poxa aK] TMK TW 
52...with regard to ritual matters 
238...Until it becomes hairy — yyw 1D Y 
135...Until he cuts the veins — py wa nx binwN Ty 
Unless it is perforated through -bin tiano IPI Ww 
269...to the large bronchus 
57...Conspiring witnesses — panit ory 
357...Fish embryos — O37 ary 
26...Burnt offering — aby 
Burnt offering of a woman -np nbiy 
219...after childbirth 
219...Burnt offering of a nazirite — 13 nbiy 
345...Scratching bird — vypan qiy 
342...Crow [orev] - aniy 
Crow [orev] that comes — Dat WRIA KAT Ay 
352...at the heads of pigeons 


352...Valley crow [orev] — playa niy 
69...Joining of Shabbat boundaries — pama ayy 
262...Asia Minor [Asya] — KDY 

375... Scorpion — IY 

333... Wild donkey [arod] -tiy 


2) 


35...Redemption of captives — pa% 1019 
409...Pumbedita — x13129 
84...Exempt from covering — nioa% ales) 
348...Piruz the Evil — xpi nYa 
7o...Cruse -$ 

155.. Paschal offering - noa 

155... Second Pesah -2% mba 

37...White mule - m39 ap 

55...Red heifer — marx 719 

342...Peres and ozniyya — Taw) DIB 


x 
317, 434...Convergence of sinews — PPan maix 
76...Flint — i¥ 
363...Vineyard bird — Data nas 
47...Flask —mniby 
120...Sealed cover —bng TY 
364... Tzartzur — wy 


351...Ka‘at — MXP 

270...Abomasum — 73? 

10...Offerings of the most sacred order — mip WIP 
350...Kevai and kakvai.. .kakvata — ROX YPP... IPP IP 
373...Kukeyanei — 98! 

233, 310, 329. . .Gizzard — Jap Np 

207...Caesarea — Dm? 

351. ..Kifof — a» 

324... Serpent melon [kishut] — nw» 


Calf with non-cloven hooves — 719 ja obp 
385.. .born from a cow 


124, 393. .. Animal tithe - maga wyna 

108, 386...Second tithe — aw wy 

335...Branched — nbsan 

281. . Director of assemblies — nipa Yva 

123. ..Ritual bath — mpa 

278...Place that has no wool — non ja pry Dipa 

Gallbladder was perforated — AAanip 133) Aap ae 
233...and the liver seals the hole 

293...Bathhouse of Beit Hini — 2» ma hw ynva 

From the incline of the — manta pais nawn 
95...thyroid cartilage and below 

Whose brothers died — nYa mana yng nn 
20...due to circumcision 


Gifts to which members of the priesthood — ppiama 
197...are entitled 


| 
232...Stated to Moses at Sinai — pa mind b may 
13...Unslaughtered animal carcass — Tya 
164. ..Menstruating woman — 71713 
375.. -Centipede -59 
87, 311. ..Neharde'a — KYT) 
305... Spleen was removed -binun bon 
307... Womb was removed — DX nyon 
301...Kidneys were removed — nihan Ion 
242. ..Was perforated like a sieve — 7933 7132 
291...Mongoose — 79733 
360...Found on its knot — aby wp Kyn) 
359... Drop of blood is found on it - pt vyp why Kya) 
112.. Libations — w39) 
23...Naaran -m 
243...Was missing a piece like a door -rb ADD 
228...Hawk - y3 
352. ..Netz- y) 


72...Lamps - mi 

242...Nasi- 2) 

50...The windpipe was displaced — mata monwa 

248...Poured out like a jug — pimpa Jawa 

Can be poured out like water — pimpa 729W) 
261....from a jug 

341...Nesher— Ww) 

Nesher. ..has no =^D TY yayy b PN... w 
341...extra digit, etc. 

Liquefied. ..softened. .. —1gvana...bapand... TVA 
248...was emptied 


You have rendered your statement — pry niar ggat) 
170. . „subject to circumstances 


D 
94...Suvara — xo 
46...Sota — moi 
367. ..Sultanit — mayo 
7...Incurs the forty lashes - owawa ny aio 
88. ..Sura - KYD 
39.. Boiling limestone — mmia to 
82...Reed that grows in a marsh — KIANT Kio 
38...Knife - ppp 
363...Solam is rashon — W m oyy% 
8...Placing hands - n229 
344...White senunit — m mp 
367...Fin and scale — ny pwp va 
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331...Upper front teeth — Twa owy 


Six thousand iron dinars — xona a pme 
325.. .[shittin manei parzela] 


383...Placenta — wow 

332....The Ruler of His world knows — "ti indiya vbw 
349...Shalakh — by 

155...Peace offering — onby 


Lest they interrupt, lest — Pry Mawr DTD KAW nw KAW 
g...they press, and lest they conceal 


317...Perhaps the lung was perforated — ANIA Tap’ Kaw 
347...Eight uncertain cases — nipa minw 
90...Ostracism — NAW 
326... Two intestines that exit — xy in OYA Ia Iw 
233...Gullet has two linings — vend b w mip aw 
56...Scapegoat — yNIAWIT PY 
332. ..Hyrax [shafan] and hare [arnevet] — Na31%1}5v 


123...Sweet and bitter almonds — nya apna DPW 
349... Shekitena — kab! 

368...Coat of scale armor — Dw PWP Pw 
11...Creeping animal — yw 


n 


Worms that are in the roots — Dnt paw nybin 
372....0f olive trees 


341...Dove [tor] - in 
237...Entrance of the gullet - vnn yana 
109...Doves and pigeons — mi 9931 prin 


Beginning of the yellowing [tzihuv] — a7 nnn 
110...of their neck plumage 


85...Shall stand unresolved [teiku] -Pn 

7... Substitution — man 

74...Tanna — xan 

111. .. School of Rabbi Yishmael taught — Prynu» AVITMIN 
350... Tinshemet — NIWA 

128.. Shofar blast — wpa 

47...Teruma — mA 

348...Swamp rooster — NRT xbin 


Two lobes of the lung that — any] DIDTO DA 
255...adhere to one another 


127...Fine — Bap 

139... Cappadocia — AXpKIS?P 

11...Stalk of a reed - map bw nnp 

Outer membrane... - ARAN xay. py XAI? 
252...inner membrane 

337...Its horns preceded its hooves — vio nintip np 

334... Horns -DNP 

Date pit that was found — 7123 INWY Kw? 
268...in a gallbladder 


5 

259. ..| saw that he was red — DIT MAW Ymg] 

165...Edges and arcs of a wave — PYD pwr 

The animal is collapsed and — mpn mgY 7131 
105... its hind leg is visibly lacking 

281... The Great Rabbi — 737937 

100...Sees the oref— NYA Ts AK 

351...Raham, this is the sherakrak — Pypw it ON 

Lung that is adjacent — (gih mawap TN’ 
262...to the chest wall 

269...Heads of the kalla lectures — top wry 


v 

30... The Sabbatical Year - myvaw 

Slaughters with a - ainda qa wyp bana pnw 
90.. .harvest sickle in a forward direction 

91...Slaughters from within the ring — nyawn Jinn priv 

Slaughters from within — nyag Dyawn gimn vniw 
91...the large ring 

293...FOx -yw 

265...Market of the Sages — paTt pw 

— why ae one why DAT. onan whe ay ome 
Cut two-thirds and diverted one-third... 
96...diverted one-third and cut two-thirds 

Slaughter that is performed — pipaa ANWR Tow 
98...like the teeth of a comb 

322...Clutch — xomo 

116...Shiloh — Tho 

289...Ends of the flanks — bea vw 

375...Earthworm -hwy 

82...His lower teeth fall out — ningi wyw 

76.. Teeth - ow 
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78...Mechanism [mukhni] - 231 
30, 272. . .Fish gravy [morayes] — Din 
269...Worm [murana] — KII 
103...Conceals [mahlid] -voma 
234...Align [mihandezin] — paa 
177. . .Ritually impure [mesoavot] — niaxipra 
86...Entangles [mesukhsekhet] — napa1p12 
36...Rushing [mesarheivna] - KPT 
13... Transgressor [meshummad] - mawn 
49...Raises an objection to support — syyp...2n0 


al 
399... Thinned [nigmemu] — 321932 
310...Were singed [nehmeru] — van 
401...| said [namti] — sv 
445...Hearty soul [nefesh hayafa] — 7593 waa 


D 
87... Awn of grain [sasa] — TOND 
7...Incurs [sofeg] - 3910 
90...Present [sar] — p= 
439...Cloak [sarbal] -bap 


367...Afyan -1 K!9Y 
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31...Innkeeper [pundakit] — mp9» 
112...Palges -D3 

37. . Entourage [pamalya] — wns 
382...Concealed opening [prozdor] — iina 
162...Valley [patka] — xpns 


x 
36...Beamed [tzahavu] -137% 
446. ..Meat pudding [tzikei kedera] - YIP YS 


P 
159...Reed [kulmos] — Diap 
433...Chain [kolar] -bip 
359. .. Drop [koret] - vip 
443...Small piece [kurtita] - xme Np 
124...Premium [kalbon] - nap 
385...Fetus with non-cloven hooves [kaluť -obp 
339...Hunter [kinnigi] — 93937) 
122... Three log [kefiza] - KPa? 
151...Slaughtered it [karatzo] — wap 


` 


364... Aspect [rei] — X] 

336...Great sea [revita] — xDD) 
263...Grows [revita] — xDD) 
101...Young ones [rovin] — pain 

358... Tissue developed [rikema] — map 
202...Fluttered [rifref] -9997 

139. ..Mud [rekak] — pp? 


w 


282. ..Rheumatism [shigrona] — xaww 
322...Clutch [shihala] — xbow 
38...Skewer [shappud] - Taw 


n 


236...Entrance [turbatz] - yana 
42.. Placed in their typical manner [teritzi] -1% 


X 
76...Raw meat [umtza] - RYDIN 
256... Lobes [unnei] — 931% 
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182, 231. ..Rabba bar bar Hana — may 53 32 737 


92.. Rabbi Zeira— K137 
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